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Preface to
the Second Edition

IN rrePARING the Second Edition of this book, we recewved a
great deal of help mostly intentional and direct and some hin
drance mostly unintentional and indirect In both categones we
place the candidacy of Barry Goldwater for the Presidency The
Goldwater nominastion made the 1964 election the most pecubar
election of modern times—and 1t forced us to rewnte the entire
book The silver Imng mn this black cloud was the fact that the
Goldwater candidacy also gave us an opportunity to rethink our
mterpretation of Presidential elections from start to fimsh We
believe that on the whole what we said 1n early 1964 stands up
well and we are able to affirm this m the hght of a comprehensive
consideration of the election of 1984 Qur review of the literature
has however led to certan changes of emphasis Important
recent research and the expenence of 1984 have led us to give
greater fi to the deol 1 of party
actists Sumilarly we have developed further our views on the
reform of the Electoral College reconsidered the sigmficance of
natronal conventions as decision making bodies and examined
more closely alternative smtegles that may be employed m
h 2 a Vice Presidential cand.

A]though for some years we taught on opposite sides of the
continent 1t was our good fortune to spend a year as nexghbors
while this book was being revised In this connection Nelson W

vu
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Tolsby wishes to thank the Center for Advanced Study in the Be-
havarial Sciences for its hospitalty fn 196568 Our manusenpt
received a most helpful editonal entique from Minam Gallsher
of the Center and from Jeawn Zom Bryson Collins ond Joan
Warmbrunn prepared # for the publisher with care and efficiency
Robert P vom Ligen worked devotedly on our revised and ex
panded Index

Both of us have publshed prelimimary thoughts on the 1964
clection Nelson W Polsby “Strategic Considerations™ in The
National Election of 1964 ed Milton C Cummings (Washington
Brookings Institution 1968) and Aaron Wildavsky “The Gold
water Fh Purists Politi and the Two-Party Sys
tem” Revico of Politics 27 (July 1965) 386-413. We want to
extend our thanks to the editors of both these publieations and to
the Instutute of Governmental Studics at the University of Cah
forma (Berheley) for indispensable ﬁnancnl support that facil
tated the h on the Gold

Tinally to our wives who \vnmcd that collaboration with
exther of us was impossible (and how would they know?) we
rededicate this book

Nwp
ABW
June 1967
Middletown Connecticut
Berheley Coliforma



Preface to
the First Edition

Tns poox has had a Tong and for us a very happy gestaton
Each of us has had over the Jast decade a chance to watch from
a dist several Presidentia) el we have from tme to
time examined the scholarly Lterature on the subject collected
data on our own and tred to think systematically about them
independently of one another In the winter of 1956-57 while
we were graduate students at Yale our collaboration began with
an cffort at disentangling the theoretical and practical imphea
tions of then current propesals for party reform Smee then we
have repeatedly retumed to Amencan clectoral pohties 1 con
versation and in our thoughts and wnting Despite considerable
differences an the wavs in which we express oursches and oc-
casional differences in the emphases we would give to different
events we have boen able to amve at agreement on virtually all
of the fssues raised in this book It s a totally collaborative effort
in fhat we oursches would have duficulty triemg the genesis or
development of 1deas contaned here to one or the other of us
Along the way we have fncurred many intellectual debts
sepanately and jointly Some of our obligations are mentioned in
the footnotrs but others of 2 more personz) lind should be
no'ed here Nelson W Polsby wants especaally to thank Malcolm
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C Moos Haney Wheeler and Ralph M Coldman who ong
wmally got him mterested in Presidential election polities and who
helped to guide lus first prehminary researches into the decisson
maling of the Democratic National Conyention of 1932 Robert
A Dahl stimulated an approach to political amlysis that led to a
paper describing the logic of national convention behavior This
paper appeared as “Decision Making at the National Comven
tions " Western Political Quarterly 13 (September 1960) 609-619
Lewis A Froman Jr collaborated with him on a paper which
served as forerunner and prototype of the treatment 1n ths vol
ume of the Electoral College He also recen ed excellent assistance
from Margaret MacGregor Spellman Carolyn Stoakes Sheila
Jones and Martha Leiserson who typed several versions of our
manuscript and from Bruce Franklin Paul D O Bnen John R
Hanson Peter Fritts Charles L Zetterberg and Michael Austin
who ran down footnotes read proof and performed other odious
chores cheerfully and well Much of this work was made possible
by a Ford Foundation Grant to Wesleyan University

Aaron Wildavsky wants to thank the students 1n his semor
semmar at Oberlin College for their stmulating discussion and
for the preparation of a series of papers on past national conven
tions He 15 grateful to the Eagleton Institute of Polities for a
National Convention Fellowship which enabled him to study the
beh of the Ohio deleg: at the 1960 D Conven
tion The results of this enterprse were published as * “What Can
I1Do? Ohio Delegates View the Convention ” m Paul Tallett ed
Inside Politics The National Conventions 1960 (Dobbs Ferry
N Y 1962) While at the convention he benefited from conver
sations with James D Barber

Together we are gratefu] for the Jastmg mspration and re
peated encouragement of our teachers David B Truman and
Allan P Smdler and for excellent cntical readngs of earher
versions of this work to Richard F Fenno Fred I Greenstemn
Lewis A Froman Jr H Douglas Pnce Milton C Cummings
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Jr Michael Lewserson Duane Lockard Allan P Smndler, Herbert
E Alexander Elmer E Comwell and Paul G Wills

1t 15 customary for josnt authors each to recewve half the credit
for their work, but to be blamed for all ats errors In this instance
as we are sure 1n so many the credit deserves to be even more
widely dispersed We need hardly volunteer to our readers infor
mation about the sources of error

NwP

ABW
July 1963

Washington DC
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Iniroduction

Political Strategies and
Presidential Elections

Tms BooK 15 about the winmng of the Presidential office In
spite of the great and lonely emmence of the Presidency this
office exsts within a cultural and political tradition that gwdes
and shapes the ways 1 which the Presidency 1s won and later
the ways m which Presidential power 1s exercised But we will
not speak further here about the exercise of exccutive power
Rather the task before us 15 to make plam the context within
which the battle for Presidential office 15 waged to discuss the
strategres of contending parties and if possible to explam why
some strategies are used by some contestants and other strategies
by others In this way we hope to elucidate 2 sigmficant area of
our common political life

Our thesis 1s a simple one  The strategies of particspants 1o a
Presidential clection make sense once we understand the web
of arcumstances 1n which they operate ‘This prmnciple applies to

chd. and their gers to dell al ing con
ventions to party workers and to voters Strategies are courses
of action conscwusly pursued toward well understoad goals

Watching strategres shows how polincal leaders use the con

stramts and oppx of their to achieve therr
goals

3
P
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Both the political strategies of participants mn Presidental
1 and the ar that give nise to them are rela
tively stable persistent fcatures of our political system We have
had a two party pohhml system with the same t“o major parties
for a httle over a hund. years Presid have
been picked by national party conventions for an even longer
penod ! Presidential candidates have always been faced with
such problems as deciding whether a greater or lesser emphasis
on thewr party affliation will help them gain more votes Con
y evid that party pref are not distnbuted
evenly among the electorate he]ps explam for example why the
strategy of recent Democratic candidates has been to place great
stress on thewr party label while Republicans are normally m
clmed to mmmize therr connection with therr party
Political strategies that persist over a penod of tume are rea
sonably easy to identfy even when they are colored by the
distinctive styles and personalities of particular candidates We
hope therefore to achieve a level of discussion that goes beyond
the special circumstances of 1968 or any other year and say
something about Ameriean Presidential elections m general
The study of politics has progressed to the pomnt where
poliical scientists can mow make available such a discussion
In large measure an improved description and analysis 15 pos
sible because of the efforts of dozens of scholars who have re
ported upon and mvestigated with ever increasing detail and
accuracy the component parts of the American political system
The task of this book will be to symhesxzc these reports for the
hgh and use of 1nt, d citizens But we cannot fore
cast the outcome of any partcular elechon and we have mo
desire to advise people how to vote
In the first chapter we 1dentify charactenistics of the Amer
scan poliical system which make up the strategic environment
within which the pursuit of the Pres:d takes place 5
are optional methods of pursumng one s goals under certarn bt
mng conditions The would be President must come to terms with
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voters who enter each election period as complex bundles of
already formed habits athitudes and loyalties The ways 1n which
mterest groups and partses actwvate these habits are Targely out
of the hands of any sigle participant i the process Another
element, the rules by which votes are counted 15 also beyond any
participant s control Fually we discuss the comparative avail
ability to candidates of certamn key resources such as money and
control over information

The first chapter lays out a framework for much that follows
1n the second and third chapters The latter deal successively
with the various steps of the n and election p
At thus pomt 1n the baok we discuss a vanety of classic strategic
“moves ” such as entermg or not entenng pnmanes the cand:
dacy of favonte sons the starting and stoppmg of bandwagons
ot nabonal party convenhons the selechon of areas o campaign
s and the sel of 1ssues to emph In Chapters 2 and
3 we try to relate these moves to their necessary preconditions
10 terms of resources and also to relate them to thewr probable
consequences

Chapter 4 deals with the election of 1964 1n the light of
the previous chapters Essentally we have to explan how the
Republcans in 1964 came to nommate Senator Goldwater even
though this was m the terms of our theory—and as the election
3

d—clearly a self defq strategy
In the fifth chapter we discuss sigmficant proposals for alter
g the gic fi k of Presidential el

P al
for reform that would 1 some respects reconstitute the K’I‘:o"au'ty
system and redistnbute resources among contestants for the
Presids Reform proposals are often debated rather abstractly
on thewr presumed ments without being related to any concrete
consequences We hope to provoke fresh msight on the subject
of party reform by loolang at these reforms m the hght of the
tew distribution of benefits and handicaps which they propose
to allocate to vanous participants m Presidential el

Finally, m Chapter 6 we attempt to state m general terms
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what the ballot means m a pohtical system Iike ours Here we
urge reconsideration of two stereotypes one which msists that
democracy cannot eust without strict mjonty rule and aother
that suggests that public officr1ls i our system recewe many
speaific and memmngful policy directives from the electorate We
try to show that while our pohtical system discourages both strict
apphcation of majonity rule and mandates on specific poheies
1t 15 still megnngful to speak of our form of government as
d 1c open and resp well as fleuble tough, sta
ble and resourceful

Presidental elechions are important to us as chizens They
determine who will gmde our future They also remund us of our
hentage of pohitical responstbility and freedom a hentage which,
1 a troubled world seems to us mcreasmgly precious

NOTES

1 See Paul T David Ralph M Goldman and Richard C Bamn
The Politics of National Party Conventions (Washington 1960) for
a Jengthy treatment of the hustory of pational party conventions



Chapter 1

The Strategic
Environment

A_u. POLITICAL STRATEGIES are worked out within a framework
of arcumstances which are 1 part subject to minipulation but
to even a greater degree are gven” Needless to say this fact
of life also applies to the strategres of aspirants to the Presidency
who must construct extremely complex plans of action withm a
context of hundreds of thousands of relevant circumstances most
of which he beyond therr control Some of these crcumstances
are contngent and relate to the strategies bemg pursued by
other active participants i the election process and to the re
sources at thewr d Other are more stable
and have to do with features of the American pohtical system
that have persisted over time These features provide advantages
and handicaps differently to D and Republ tom
bent Presid and chall It 15 these relatively per
sistent “givens” that we shall deal with 1 this chapter We shall
discuss the behavior of American voters and how the parties
reach” them the party system and party finance the rules for
counting votes in the Electoral College and the nature of political
wformation Our pomt of view i dealing, with these eleraents of

the political system wall be to show how they shape the decisions
of Presidential election strategsts
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VOTERS

Precisely what part does the voter play in American politics”
Tlus depends entirely on his interest and activity Most people
however are not interested fn most public fssucs most of the
time * In our society it fs apparently quite possible to live com
fortably wathout being politically concerned Political actmty 15
costly It cats up time and cnergy at an astounding rate To be
nformed on strategic problems in nuclear politics or on the
operations of a municipal electnie plant 1s not & matter of a few
moments of reflection many hours must be spent One must
ordinarily attend meetings Listen to or partiaipate 1n discussion
write letters attempt to persuade or be persuaded by others
and engage n other e consuming labor This means foregomg
other actiities like devoting extra ime to the Job playing with
the children and watching TV But so far as we can tell these
other activities rather than public affairs are the primary con
cerns of most people and the costs of participation n public
affaurs appear for most people to be greater than the returns
Only a few people recetve financial rewards or hold jobs or are
acclaimed 1n the public arena—considerations which might lead
them to devote the time and effort required to participate It 1s
only in regard to a few 1ssues at best that most cthizens find it
worthwhile to partictpate 1n politics compared to other sectors of
hfe

Even so there are a few people who are contmuously imnter
ested 1n 2 wide vanety of 1ssues These are usually public officials
mterest group leaders newspaper editors and academcs—all
people whose occupations requre thexr mterest There are a
larger number who have specialized interests i specific policy
areas These may include public and private officials members of
evic orgamzations and nterest groups citizens who are directly
affected and a spnnkhng of others who make a hobby of being
interested ncluding seekers after causes and people who Like to
get their names on letterheads
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The fact that mndividuals do vary enormously m therr degree
of mterest has profound imphcations for political life Tor interest
1s 2 necessary condition of influence The interested tend to go to
meetings where public affairs are discussed and decided They
tend to belong to politieal parties and to work 1n vanous ways to
help the party of their choice They cultivate their access to pub-
lic officials They tend to care more about the outcomes of public
policies and to communicate their concerns to decision makers
And so they become more nfluential

Differences 1 mterest also influence votng behavior People
who are mnterested 1 politics tend to vote and those who are
disinterested tend not to vote2 Who are mn these two groups?
In general the better educated people are more active and inter
ested m public affairs They also tend to be people who are better
off financaally ? This1s of course also the population from which

the Republican party draws disproportionate support which con
quently gives a sub 1 ad ge to the Republ arty
among voters who tend to turn out most reliably for Presidential
elections On the other hand the low turnout groups (normally
Democratic) tend to be numencally greater than the high turn
out groups Furthermore traditionally Democratic groups may
be clustered m such a way as to maxmize their strength in
Presidental elections by being located 1n areas which are favored
by the Electoral College system of vote counting We shall return
to this topic later
How do voters make up their minds whom to support? By far
the majonty of people vote according to thewr habitual party
affiliation * Tn other words most people will have made up their
rminds how to vote m 1968 before the candidates are chosen
because they always support a particulor party These party
regulars are likely to be more mterested and active 1n politres
and have more pohitcal knowledge than the “independents” s
But they rarely change their mnds They tend to Listen to thewr
own side of poliical arguments and to agree with the policies
espoused by their party They even go so far as to “block-out
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nformation which they percenve to be unfavorable to the party
of their choice

IF party 15 so unportant mn gving a structure to a voters
preture of reality and n helping him choose 2 Presidential candy
date to vote for before the candidate 15 even nommated we had
best nquure where people get thewr party affillations from There
scems to be no stmpl. answer to this The party affltions of
most voters seem to be governed by a number of forces An
mdmvadual Ines m a socal context and ihents a soal identity
from his parents that a political t People are
Democrats or Republicans part because the families and the
other people they mteract with are Democrats or Repubhicans ¥
Most indiiduals come into close contact only with people who
are predomanantly one or the other ® And just o3 people tend to
share characteristies with thetr fnends and farmulies such as income
and educational level religtaus affliation atea of residence and
so on they also tend to share party loyalires sith them too®

Now of course we all know of mstances where people do
not thare various status giving characteristics w ith ther parents
and at least some of their fnends and so it should come as no
surprise that sometimes children do not share the politics of their
pareats In fact political dufferences tend to run together with
the other kinds of difierences as well But by and large soters
retamn the party loyalties of the prumary groups of which they are
apt

Tt & result of this process 15 to give each of the major political
parties reservoirs of voting s rength they can count on from yerr
to year Reput licans traditionally do well in the small towns and
rural areas of Sew Loglind e Mhddle Atlant ¢ states and the
Mdd'e West Thev deaw thetr support from people wlo are
neher et er etica ed ocenpy managerul or profetnonal posl
tors er rua o'l butiret o3 tenad £ e (0 or 19 move irto the
we todo suterlan aeas and are predoru-antly Frotedtant
Demuara sdaw grea 1pprrtfom e b e anes outs de of the
S 5 el the nunal 8 v i the Sor B Puerer peo e waze
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earners union members Catholies Negroes Jews and the new
(that 15 smce 1900) 1mmugrant populations of Insh and Polish
ethme ongms—all contribute dispropertionately to the Demo
cratic vote 1©
One may ask, how did these particular groups come to have
these particular loyalties? We must tun to tustery to find answers
to this question Enough 15 known about a few groups to make
1t possible to speculate about what kinds of historical events tend
to align groups with a political party
Let us take a few examples We all know about the “Sohd
South which ever since the Civil War has been predommantly
Democratic m 1ts Presidential votng To this day resentment
agamst the harsh Reconstruction peniod under the leadershp of
the Republican party 1s reflected m the election returns Less well
known 1s the fact that the South was not unanimous 1n its enthust
asm for the Civil War or 1 its resentment of Reconstruction
In many states of the old South there were two kands of farms
plantations on the flat land that grew cash crops used slaves
and n general, before the Civil War prospered and subsistence
farms m the uplands that had a few or no slaves and n general
were run by poorer white people This latter group formed the
historieal core of mountam Republicanism that still can be dis
covered 1n Presidential elections today 1 western Virgima and
North Carolna eastern Tennessee and Kentucky and south
eastern West Virgima
The voting habuts of Negroes where they have voted have
been shaped by several traumas The Civil War freed them and
made them Republicans The Counter Reconstruction disen
franchised them and the industnal revolution brought them
North where 2 crushing burden of economic destitution was
added to racal diseimination The differing effects of the Great
Depression of 1929 on Negro voters 1n the North brought them
into the New Deal coalitton and the Northern Negro has re
mamed Democratic ever smee 12

If for some people the historical events of the Civil War

-
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and the Depresston shaped thewr political hentage for others the
entical forces seem less traumatic and more diffuse It 15 possible
perhaps to see why the poor become Demacrats sice the Demo
cratic party has in recent years been so welfare mmnded but why
do the rich lean toward the Republicans? Perhaps m part this
15 a reaction to the redistributive aspirations of some New Deal
programs and the inchnaton of Democratic Presidents to expand
the role of government n the But 1n all probabid
1t 15 also a response to the record of the Congresstonal wing of
the Republican party which so thoroughly domunated the post
Civil War era of wdustnial expansion In this era Republican
policies vigorously encouraged nisk takig by private busmess
men granted them Federal 21d 1n a vanety of forms, and with
held Federal regulation from private enterprse

Sometimes party aifihatton des with ethme identification
because of the political and socal ding the
entry of ethme groups mto the country In southem New England
poliacs was dommated by the Repubhcan party and by “Yankees”
of substance and lugh status duning the decades following the
Ciil War Dunng these decades thousands of Insh people
streamed mto this area The Demoacratic party welcomed them
the Republcans did not Socn the Democratic percentage of the
two-party vote began to increase and Insh policians took over
the Democratic party *

In the Middle West, events such as the Amernican mvolvement
m two wars agamst Germany under Democratic auspices seem ta
have shaped the pohtical preferences of Amencans of German
descent 4

Specific candidates of special may under certamn
circumstances sway voters to leave the party of thewr choice The
extraordinary elections of President Eisenhower are a recent
example of this His appesl to Democrats was quite amazing
But this was possible partially because these Democrats did not
percewve President Exsenhower as a partisan figure and so 1t 1s
not surpnswg that his personal populanty did not greatly ad
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other Republicans who ran with him or the Republican party,
once he no longer headed the ticket 13

Maost of the tume fssues have much the same sporadic and
penpheral effect as candudates Let us see why We can say to
begin with that at least three preconditions must be satisfied for
a voter s opimion about an 1ssue to change s vote ¢ Furst a voter
must know about the 1ssue second he must care about 1t at least
a ttle and third he must be able to distnguish the positions
of the parties and themr candidates on the issue Data from public
opimton polls tell us that most people are not well informed
about the content of 1ssues most of the time 7 All but major
public 1ssues are thus ehmmated for most people And even
these for 15sues may enter the conscrousness of most people
m only the most rudumentary way

It makes a difference whether a person has a weak preference
on nissue or whether he breathes fire when the subject 15 men
tioned The number who care even a little 1s substanhally less
than those who know about issues

Once a voter has some grasp of the content of a pubhic policy
and learns to prefer one outcome rather than another he must
also find public leaders to espouse his pomnt of view Finding
differences on policy 1ssues between parties 15 not always easy
Party statements on policy may be vague because leaders have
not decided what to do They may deliberately obfuscate an 1ssue
for fear of zhenating nterested publics They may try to hold
divergent factions 1o thewr parhes together by glossing over as
best they can disagreements on many specific issues Even when
real party differences on pohcy ewust many voters may not be
aware of them The subject may be rather esotersc to the common
understanding or the tune required to master the subject may
be more than most people are willing to spend By the time we
get down to those who know and care end can duscrimimnate
between party positions on issues we usually have a small propor

tion of the electorate rarely larger than 30 per cent ** What can
we say about these people?

e
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The most obvious charactenstic they share 1s mterest m and
concern about 1ssues and party positions But these are precisely
the people who are most likely to be strong party identifiers men
and women who are ch 1zed by a deep d to party
which males 1t most unlikely that they will shift allegiance just
because of a disagreement on one or two issues ' The number
of 1ssue onented "mndependents™ who are left must be very small.
And 1t 15 not unlikely that these people are distnbuted about
equally on both sides of major policy questions so that the total
number of votes chinged by the impact of any speaific 1ssue 15
bound te be mmute

We still have some preconditions to satisfy however before
even these changes can be accepted as certamm One 15 that there
must not be other 1ssues which are also lughly salient to voters
and which work the other way For if voters were willing to
change their votes on one particular 1ssue why should they not
switch therr support back because of another? There are usually
many 1ssues 1 a campaign only if all or most of the ssues
pomted voters m the same direction would they be lkely to
switch therr votes But what 1s the Likelihood that parties will
arrange their policies along a broad front so as to force large
numbers of “mdependent” voters from or mto the fold? It is
low—but not impossible In 1961 the Republicans may have
done so We will exammne this question m detail i Chapter
4

Although 1t 15 true that the less knowledge 2 person has
about publc affairs the more likely he 1s to vote for 2 candidate
of the opposite party 1t 15 mmportant to distnguish between
those who only huve a hitle knowledge and those who have
none at all For the man utterly without any contact with the
pohtical world except at the polls has no reason whatsoever to
change his customary party vote Thus changes in vote from
one party to another are likely to be concentrated among those
who receive a httle but not a great deal of mformation about
parties issues and candidates ©
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A recent study secks to demonstrate that there 1s considerable
1ssue content mn the citizens behavior at the polls by showing
that those who change party from one election to the next are
generally sympathetic to some key policies of thewrr new party
The standpatters on the other hand generally are sy-mp-'l‘h)’
wath major policies of their party 28 Whether the ciizen 15 taught
what to believe by hss party or finds a party m accordance with
hus beefs cannot be determined from evidence presently avail
able

We can now see that a strong 1ssue orientation 1s likely to
gude votng decistons under some circumstances One set of
arcumstances oceurs when one 1ssue becomes so imtensely impor
tant that the voter 15 willmg to lay aside his party preferences
and his preferences on other 1ssues An unpopular war, severe
economc deprivation {whether or not 1t 15 related to govemn
mental pohicies) a fixation on a subject like heeping water free
of fluonide have at times led to the required ntense feeling The
pocketbook nerve seems especially sensitive 22 Another possibility
occurs when a party 15 seen to change across the spectrum of
policies or the voter humself undergoes such 4 broad scale change
of heart Fimally m a histoncal sense we can say that issues may
have a lasting mpact on votmg behavior through the vways m
which they shape the party affillations of whole generations of
vaters But few 1ssues have the power to do this and unless they
occur under ob ly dramatic cr they are hard to
dentify except long after the fact

‘This pcture of the relation between voters and issues is sgme.
what unreal 1 any case For as far as we are able to tell voters
adopt most of their 1ssue onentations at the mstigation of the
parties Strong party identifiers are more Ukely to jearn more
about 1ssues and to care more about them m part precusely be-
cause 1t remforces ther party identificabion ™ Thys means that
there are few ssues that are not made by partes apg political
leaders and hence few party identifiers are lost as g rgey]; of the
policses adopted by the party of their chowce
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Merely to list the funchons which party identificaion per
forms for the voter—reducmg his costs of acqumng poliical m
formation telling him what side he 1s on organizing his mfor
mation ordenng his preferences lettng him know what 15 of
prime mmportance—s to suggest the profound importance of par
ties 1n the voters mind Politics 1s amazingly complex there are
scores of possible 1ssues a mynad of relevant poliical personal
ties and often many choices to be made on Election Day The
voter who follows his party identificaion however can vastly
sumphfy the chorces he must make and thus reduce to man
ageable proportions the amount of time he spends on publc
affairs He need only follow his partys nommation to amnve at
a votng decision When 1ssues anse the voter with strong party
identification need not puzzle over every one He can instead
bsten to the pronouncements of his party leaders who nform
him about what 1ssues are important what information 15 most
relevant to these 1ssues and what position he ought to take Of
course, the citizen with greater interest in puble affars will
want to nvestigate a few matters for humself Even so his puty
1dentification provides him wath mmportant guides for the many
other matters on which he cannot possibly be well informed
Indeed all of us mcluding full ime partiapants like the Pres
dent have to find w235 to cut information costs on some matters ™
For most people who vote their 1dentification wath one of the
two major political parties performs that mdispensable function

If parties and therr leaders make the 1ssues and gve them
meanmng for most people then fundamental changes mn party
allegiance among Iarge numbers of people are not lkely to
anse from therr reasoned look at 1ssues A depression 2 avil war
events {elt immediately and personally by millions have precipi
tated the great changes in party allegiances not debates on the
ments of this or that comparatively mmor matter The sheer
brute impact of great esents does more to change votes over the
long run than any single policy problem.
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INTEREST GROUPS AND VOTING BLOCS

Interest groups are collections of people who are sumilarly
situated with espect to one or more policies of government and
who orgamize to do something about it The mterest groups
most sigificant for elections 1 our society are those having the
following characternistics

1) they have a mass base that is are composed of many mem
bers

2) they are d geographically rather than dispersed
thinly over the entire ma)

3) they represent major resource mvestments of members—such
as 1 the case of the producers of icycles whose entire Invelt
hoods are tied up 1 the group mvelved 25 agamst the con-
sumers of bicycles for whom mvestment 1 a bicycle 15 not
anyw here near as important

4} they mvolve those charactenstics of people which give them
status i soctety—such as their race and ethmeity

Interest groups may be more or less organized and more or
less vigdant and alert on policy matters that cuncern or ought
to concem them They are not necessanly orgamized m ways
that make them politically effective very often the paid lobbyists
of interest groups spend more time trying unsuccessfully to alert
therr own members to the implications of government policies
than they spend lobbymg with politicians 25

In American politics nterest group actwty s hvely and
ubiquitous even when 1t 1s not particularly effective or mean
mgful i terms of policy outcomes We shall be concerned with
interest groups in three ways Tirst we must recogmze that mem
bership 1n these groups may be quite important 1 giving voters
a sense of affiliation and political position In this respect m
terest groups act much the way parties do helping to fill 1n the
voters map of the world with preferences priontes and facts
Secondly interest groups are smportant wath respect to ther
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partisan political actiities they may actively recruit supporters
for candidates and aid materally m campaigns Thirdly
terest groups may influence party policy by making demands
with respect to 1ssues in return for their own mobilized support

The extent to which interest groups can “deliver” the votes of
therr bers h 15 always probl to 2 great extent
mterest group leaders are the prisoners of past alliances therr
group has made Lven so the Negro vote the farm vote the
labor vote and many other “votes” are bandied about as though
they were political commodities which could be mampulited
easily m behalf of ene or another candidate for public office So
long as the use of election statistics and opion polls was in its
mfancy clams to guarantee support or threaten to withdraw st
could be accepted or rejected on intuitive grounds where no man
could clum much greater competence than another The appear
ance of votng studies and the development of the arts of statist!
cal mamipulation have created new opportunities for the pur
veyors of bloc votes and new difficulties for the mterested but
necessanly amateur aitizen and pubhe official How are they to
evaluate these important politscal claims backed up by impressive
and complicated arrays of data®

The usual argument 15 that 1f one or another candidate cap
tures the allegiance of a particular bloc that blocs pivotal posi
tion 1 a state or large population will enable the fortunate
aspirant to capture all of the clectoral votes and thus win the
election It is incorrect to speak of any one combination of states
totalling more than a majonty of electoral votes as in any sense
more eritical valuable or pivotal than any other such combina
ton In a fairly close election the defection of any number of
combunations of states to the other side would spell the difference
betws een victory or defeat

An important point to remember is that appeals to vanous
groups are necessanly conditoned by time place and circum
stance There 1s little doubt that under some conditions dunng
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some elertions some social characteristics of voters and candidates
may have some relevance to the polling results Finding the con
ditions undes which specified social charactersstics become rele

vant to voter choice 15 most difficult The problem cannot be
solved by slogans advertising the alleged potency of this or that
group at the polls We know that 1n a competitive political sys

tem vafious particrpants (parties imnterest groups leaders) put
forward candidates and 1ssues d d to capture the allegiance
of vanious groups of people Rarely 1s 1t possible to appeal to one
group and one group alone not only because there are so many
different groups with all sorts of conceptions of policy but alse
because each sndivnidual may have many social charactenstics
which are potentially relevant to his voting decision While some
men may be so single munded that they have only one mterest
that 15 important m determining their vote—color religion, ethme
background mcome—most of us have multiple interests which
sometimes conflict Much depends on the movement of events
which may bring one or another 1nterest to the forefront of the
voters consciousness and inclme him toward the candidate he
believes best represents hus preferences on that matter "¢ In add:

tion the appeals which were relevant at the turn of the century
have slowly lost their effectiveness and have given way to a
peniod when national economic and foreign policy 1ssues or

matters of style of Living mn the suburbs have assumed primary
to many chuldren of

fie parents Long term
social trends as well as the strategies of candidates have much

to do with the impact of appeals to bloc votes

In this context we can apprawe the mmpact of John F ken
nedys appeal to his fellow Catholics in the 1960 election 2
Let us distinguish between two kands of claims One 15 the mun
mal clam that Kennedys Catholicism helped htm more than
at hurt hum 1n the election This 15 correct And at 1s largely
correct because Catholics are disproportionately located 1 areas
where they could contnbute to Kennedys majorities m states
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with large electoral votes$ If the clum 1s expanded to state
however that something called the “Catholic vote™ was the single
factor which ganed kennedy s victory then it Is incorrect

‘Two hard facts stand out from the welter of imponderables 1
the 1960 Presidential clection (1) there was probably a Catholie
vote of some magmitude {2) the mcrease n the votes of Catholics
as compared to 1956 ws not sufficient m and of 1tself to ensure
hennedys victory He also needed mereases in the Democratic
votes of Negroes Jews and other groups

Both poll and electoral data strongly suggest that there was
both 1 Catholic vote and an ant: Catholic vote 1n the 1960 elec
tion According to the Gallup poll the percentage of Catholics
supporting the Democratic candidate rose from 51% i 1956 to
78% 1n 1960 Moreover 62% of the Catholics who voted for Lisen
hower 1 1956 actually voted for hennedy in 1960 while only
3% of the Catholics who voted for Stevenson in 1956 swatched
to Nixon 1n 1960 Although we do not know how many of the
Catholics who voted for Etsenhower and kennedy would also
have voted for a Protestant Democrat m 1960 1t seems safe to
assume that by no means all would have done so The pre
sumption that there was a Catholic vote 1s further strengthened
by the 1960 election returns which show that there 15 a high and
positive correlation between the percentage of Catholics 1 a
state and the percentage gun for the Democratic party over 1956
While part of these results may be accounted for by other demo
graphic variables such as urbamzation 1t appears unhkely that
this concluston about the Catholic vote will be shaken

These figures 1t must be smd do not necessarily yalidate the
clam that Catholies had been moving from the Democritic
party and that the presence of a Cathohe candidate brought them
back 1nto the fold Another Gallup poll shows that 75% of the
Catholics who voted 1n the 1958 Congressional election supported
Democratie candidates a total just three percentage pomts less
than kennedy recerved 1 1960 It 15 possible therefore that the
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relatively low vote of Catholics for Adlay Stevenson represents
a switch to the magieal name of Exsenhower rather than 2 deser
tion of the Democratic party

Unfortunately we are not 1n a posstion {0 say whether or not
Kennedy lost a considerable number of votes from Protestants
Callup tells us that hennedy received 33% of the votes by Protes
tants while Stevenson recetved only 378 m 1956 But we know
from other surveys that Stevensons overall personal popularity
1n 1956 lost ground from 1952 In addition he faced the handicap
of runming agamst the extriordmanly popular ncumbent Prest
dent Eisenhower Any Democratic candidate m 1960 was ex
pected to do better than Stevenson did mn 1956 Simce we are not
permitted the luxury of running a laboratory test in which a
Protestant Democrat runs agamst Nixon there appears to be no
certamn way of determiming how many Nixon voters who are
Protestant would have gone Democratic 1f hennedy had not been
on the ballot The closest thing to such a test 1s a study done by
the Simulmatics Corporation which predicted electoral outcomes
from survey data on voting mtentions carefully broken down mto
the characteristics of voters The analysis concluded that

The religious 1ssue cut both ways Not only did some Protestants
reject Kennedy but also some Catholic Republicans swung to
The shift of one  ten Amencan voters on rehgous
grounds cost Kennedy one and 2 half milkon votes or 2 3% of the
total vote But while Kennedy lost i the popular vote he gamed
in electoral votes on the rehigious 1ssue The best it simulation
mdicates that Keonedy achieved a net gam of 22 electoral votes
because of the religious 1ssue The bunching of the Cathohe
shift 1n large closely fought industral states and the location of
much of the Protestant shft 1n “safe  Southern states gave hen
nedy thos net advantage despite a popular vote disadvantage By
our calculations hennedy lost by the religlous 1ssue the follow
ing states he otherwise would have won kentucky (10) Tennes
see (11) Flonda (10) Oklkhoma (8) Montana (4) Idaho (4)
Utah (4) Calforma (32) Oregon (6} Virgma (12) and
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Washington (9) He won the following states he would otherwise

have Jost Connecticut (8) New York (45) New Jersey (16)

Pennsylvara (32) Ilinois (27) and New Mezico (4) 2

A study has also been made which shows that Democratic
candidates for Congress mn Wisconsin suffered defeat m close
districts probably because of Protestant defection due to Ken
nedy s candidacy * Finally a plausible guess has been made by
the Michigan Survey Research Center It estmated what the
“normal” votes of Catholics and Protestants for Democratic
Presidential candidates would be Then caleulatng the 1960
dwvergence from this hypothetical “normal” pattern, they con
cluded that Kennedy was shy about 22% of the two party vote
a large proportion of the defections coming from the South !
On balance 1t appears that Kennedy was hurt somewhat i the
Southern and Border states and perhaps i the Midwest and
Mountan states as well but he more than made up for 1t m the
Northern and Midwest industnal states whose electoral votes
were far larger

In terms of popular votes Kennedy received 497% to Nixons
496% out of a total vote of 68832670 a hair breadth margin
if there ever was one The exceedingly close popular and Elec
toral College vote males 1t unlikely that inereased votes by
Catholic voters alone could have been sufficient to give kennedy
victory Virtually any group—Je or N for
could claim that a shift of thewr few thousand votes 1n a few
enbical states made the difference between victory and defeat *”

Two brief examples may be cited to support this conclusion
Ilhnoss and Texas together account for 51 electoral votes Out of
the approuumately 47 milkon votes cast in Winois kennedys
margin of victory was 8 858 Where a shift of 4500 votes by any
group would have been enough to spell the dufference, 1t would
not be difficult to find any number of groups which could be
considered mecessary for the victory Gallup reports that on a
national basis the votes of Jews increased from 75% to 81%
Democratic over 1956 and the votes of Negroes from 61% to 68%
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Evidently hennedy nceded the additional votes from the Jews
and the Negroes who live m Illmous in order to have won there
In Texas hennedys margm was 46233 out of 2.3 million votes
cast There could easily have been a shift by as many as 25000
Texas Negro voters toward Kennedy ~
What then do the 1960 election returns have to teach us
about the requrements for fiture non incumbent Democratic
Presidential 'candidates? If a candidate wants to get elected
President on the Democratic ticket he had better get many more
votes from Catholics Jews Negroes and other groups tradition
ally providing support for his party than was the case m 1958
1f the best he can do 1s to get 385 of Protestant voters he had
better look for exceedingly strong support from other groups
Common sense suggests that 1f a candidate can increase hus sup-
port among Protestants he need not be so dependent upon other
groups As a postseript to hennedy s victory we might add that 1t
1s also advisable to be personally attractive energetic photo
geme wealthy skllful determmed and to run agamst Rachard
Nixon rather than Dwight Eisenhower
' The picture of voters and interest groups we have drawn
thus far can be generalized Presidential elections and election
campaigns are events which actvate the personil loyalties of
voters The amount of new mformation about candidates or 1ssues
which aitizens need 1 order to participate at the minmal level
of votnf; or in order to hold casual conversations about the elec
tion is shight because the polincal component of therr personal
1dentatres is reasonably stable and famihiar to them Party loyalty
and membershup 1n interest groups provides a short cut to voter
preferences and mumizes the costs of getting information about

the speafics of the 1ssues and candidates m any'particular elec
ks

ton year

Interest groups are wtermediary ngencies that help voters
to sdentfy their political preferences quickly They perform
this function 1 two ways by actively soliiting their m=mbers
terest mn behalf of specific candidates and parties and more
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mmportantly by prowviding sull another anchor to the voters
dentity. This helps the voter fix lus own position quickly and
economically 1n what otherwise would be a confusing and con
tradictory political environment

PARTIES

A third 3spect of the social framework which wall help us to
tccount for the strategies of particspants m Presidental elections
1 the mature of politic il parties m this country These can best
be explatned as org tmzations devoted to mamtammng or increas
in,, thetr own opportumties to exercise political power

By political power we mean the ability to make decisions
or to ifluence the miking of decisions of government Instru
wental to this goal 1s the achievement of access** to those offices
and officals legally entitled to make governmentil decisions
Access n turn depends n part upon ones participation in
staffing the government esther by selecting officals to £l ap-
pomtive offices (patronage) or by sigmficantly mnfluencing the
nomun ttion and election of elected officrals Since elected officsals
are usually empow cred to select appownted officials aceess to them
1s often nstr I to the disp of p ge There
are of course numerous ways of gamng access to public off
aals but the onginal selection of these officials 1s the primary
avenue of access used by political parties *

At each level of government the elected chicf executive
(Mavor Governor President) generally has the most political
power and as a result the party ergamzations depend more upon
controlling these offices than on any other source for their po-
litical power In addition parties are accountable for the ac
tvities of chif exccutines elected under their endorsement
Sccountability means that when the party endorses a man 1t
desigmates hum as ats agent before the electorate The fortunes
of th~ party depend on the success of party candidates Cand:
dates come and go but parties and electorates remawm. The party







26 / Presidential Elections

the partys elected officeholders for a vanety of reasons Many
elected officials see ther party leaders as potental threats to
therr positions many party leaders see the officcholders as un
grateful louts with whom the orgamzation 15 unfortunately
saddled

Even so what party leaders ordmanly care about most 1s
getting their men into office and heeping them there Other con
siderattons are usually secondary Party leaders are neither for nor
agamst policies in the abstract they are concerned with policies
as means to the ends of officeholding If new policies help win
elections they are for them if they help lose elections they are
agamst them

‘Though party leaders try to espouse pohcies which they be
heve will enhance their political power and try to avoid very
unpopular pomts of view this does not mean that they are

ily induffe to the sub of pohcy quest Be

cause they are more interested and active than most citizens they
also tend ta care more about the polictes with which they have
to deal In fact some polticians who hold public office make a
specialty of bemg policy-oniented At tiumes they may deliberately
meur some unpopulanty 1 order to serve thew policy prefer
ences although they are unlikely to go so far as to knowingly
lose the clection for which they are a candidate The expenience
of the 1964 eclection which we tale up at length 1o Chapter
4 provides an extreme case which 15 instructive 1n this con
nection But in general, party leaders segard policy to a certain
extent as a result of an interaction among legitimate political
demands—as a bargamable product—and not as a set of Jogical
or ideological imperatives ¢

Political parties in Amenca are not orgamzations wath elab-
orate procedures of membership dues and formal organizational
structure They are d differently in duff localities
and exst primanly to male nominahons for and elect candidates
to a vanety of state 2nd local elective offces They are regulated
by state law and are often quite cohenive up to the state level
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disproportionately locited mn specific geographic areas and who
demand separate recognition State orgamzations therefore be
come itused with the purposes of groups of citizens who use
their strte parties for the recogmition and enhancement of therr
separate 1dentities and needs Italns i Rbode Island Jews
and Negroes in New York Germans in Wisconsin wheat growers
m hansas and m.ny others make the 1dea of a decentralized
party system a Livang reality 3 The state parhes are composed of
dufferent personnel with somewhat different interests to protect
and demands to make Control over these organizations must be
exerassed from within each state since the vamous states do not
control one another and the nationl party cannot exercise this
control This we take 1t 1s the very essence of what 1s meant by
a decentralized party systum i which power 1s dispersed among
many independent state bodies

Thus our nattonal parties are coalit ons of state parties winch
meet every four years for the purpose of finding a man and
forging 4 coalihon of interests sufficrently broad to win a m1
jonty of electoral votes This means bringing mto the coalition
state parties and party factions—Southern and Northern Demo
crats coastal and Midwestern Republicins—who disagree on
some major policy issucs As a result 1t 1s necessary to com
promse and somehimes to evade 1ssues which would sphit the
parties and lead to drastic losses of support A man and a sct of
policies however loosely jomed must be found that can blend
disparate party elements for the purpose of securmng electoral
victory

The major parties as we have scen cull thetr electoral sup-
port from somewhat different groups n the population But no
party his a monopoly of support from any of these gioups
each party draws significant and often indispensable support
from almost all the categories * How could Republcans hope
to win without some support from wage eamers or Democrats
without some votes from business and professional people® The
parties are sufficrently vanegated to draw support from many
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not only why the partics somectimes blur and avold commitments
on issues but also why they often commit themselves to policies
more than their interest in acquinng or retaining office would
appear to require

Part of the answer may arise from the fact that the parties
serve shghtly different functions for their own activists than for
people who vote but are otherwise Jargely disengaged from pols
tics Party actwists are people who are much more interested
m politics and attentise to pohtical issues than the general
population s The mterest and attentneness of political activists
leads them to formulate and claborate political opiions and
preferences Their desires to make these preferences internally
consistent and consistent with the preferences of the party of
therr choice nd the mutual remf of actwst
when activists interact with onc another would certainly lead to
demands upon the party leadership for policy positions which are
reasonably clear and forthnght 4

There are notable differcnces between the parties in the soctal
wdentities of party activists Activist Democrats are far more
Iikely to come from working cliss backgrounds activist Repubh
cans on the other haind are disproportionately muddle class
These differences my be reflected in the noticeable tendencies
for the two parties to support pohcies intended to benefit the
members of the soctal strata from which their active members are
drawn *

The 1nterest groups most closely allied with each party also
make policy demands upon them which must be met to some
extent Whle 1t 1s true that voters are generally disinterested
specific policies interest group leaders and thewr pad bureau
cracies are manifestly concerned If they feel that the interests
they represent are being harmed they may nform their mem
bers or even go so far as to withdraw support from the party at a
particular election Should voters find that groups with which
they 1dentify are opposed to the party with which they ident:fy
they may temporanly support the opposition party or they may
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withdraw from participation and not vote at all Consequently,
the party finds that 1t nsks losig elections by 1gnormg the de-
mands of imnterest groups Smce the demands of many of these
groups conflict, however the parties have no cboice but to meds
ate among them hopmg to strike compromuses which though
they give no one group everything, give something to as many
groups as they can

Finally throughout the years the opposmg political parhes
have become 1denthfied with hat duff policies When
new candidates anse they may bring with them somewhat new
policy preferences But there are bound to be many areas of pohcy
on which they are not mformed or do not have strong prefer
ences In such cases the existing set of policies traditionally asso-
ciated with the parties provides the candidates with a useful
economizing device They can accept the gomng posibons and
concentrate on the policies which they may wish to revise sup-
plant or present anew This tack 15 bound to be popular with
the party faithful who have been brought up on the rallymg
cries of the past who have learned to prefer what their party
prefers and who respond with vigor and enthusiasm to the cues
provided by mention of thewr partys chief stocks in trade Just
as voters commonly use parties as a means of cutting therr m
formation costs on 1ssues and candidates and activists use them
as reference groups so may candidates use the parties tradi
tional policy positions to ease their burden of calculation

THE ELECTORAL COLLEGE

Another element of the strategic environment within which
the drama of 2 Presidential election 1s played 1s that pecubiarly
American the Electoral College A Presiden
tial elections are not decided by popular vote but vather the
popular votes are collected withmn each state and each state casts
all of its electoral votes for the candidate recewing the most
popular votes within the state This “winner take all, loser take
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ment of the Presidential elechon—money control over inform
tion and the Presidential office—1n order to see what effects they
have on election strateges

Money

Presidential campaigns are temnbly expensive Radio and tele-
vision appearances newspaper advertising travel for the candi
date and s g lings of campaign materal buttons
and plicards maintaining a network of offices to run the cam
paign taking polls—all cost a great deal of money It 15 estimated
that the vanous (the Republ and D 1
national commuttees the House and Senate campaign committees
of both parties and vanous ad hoc volunteer commuttees that
spring up in each campugn) at the nitional level spent approzi
mately $25 million 1n 1960 and over $29 million in 1961 ¢° There
15 no sign that costs are decreasing And substantial sums were
also spent by state and local organizations in behalf of the Prest
dential candidates Total political costs for all canddates at all
levels of goy 1 to hing bke $140 millon in
1952, $135 mullion tn 1958 an estimated $175 million in 1960 and
approumately $200 million in 1961 4% The hute costs involved
inesitab'y rause senious questions about the relationship between
wealth and decistons in a democracy Are Presidentia! nomtnating
and electoral contests deterrmined by those who have the mast
money? Do those who make lirge contnibutions everaise sub-
stant.a) or undue infuence as a rewult of their largesse® It the
victorions candidate under obligation to “pay off” his major finan
cul contnitn ors? Do th ase who pav the piper call the tune?

First let us eaa® luh sore bas ¢ fucts llepublicant do spend
more ' 20 Democrats i moy placer by the difference 1s not as
overwle!™ rzas wome won'd suppose The Demneratic precert
aze ef 11 parnty etpend 7t o3 from 1912 [A46 by varied
1y a b 1t T 10 L3O (et Bomarselt wom 1 a bithocd
1 31100 (whm hemmedy wen ) T Al honshthe £ F son forces
tpeet mote gorey 1 101 than Rerrr fvs Lad n 140 (Be
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Democrats m 1964 managed to spend $12 million) € “&ater
forces spent $172 mullion sigmficantly more than Job s*
Thus total expenditures of both parties are hugh mn absolute
terms but outlays per voter per party are quite modest runnmng
1n the 1960 election to about 16 cents for each of the 63 83 mllion
voters*® “Contrary to frequent assertion” says an author who
hos made a comprehensive study of party finance “Amenican
campagn momies are not supphed solely by a small handful of
fat cats Many milkons of people now give to politics Even those
who give several hundred dollars each number m the tens of
thousands ” %
Simce 1958 roughly 10% of the population has been contrib-
uting m Presidential election years Data from the Survey Re
search Center show that 10% of a national population sample said
they had contributed 1n 1958 12% 1 1960 and 11% 1n 1964 Trans
lating these numbers mto mdividuals we find that 8 milhon peo
ple i 1956 10 million m 1960 and 12 million m 1964 contributed
to political campaigps 5t It remams true however that the bulk
of the money to run campmgns comes from people who con
tobute over $100 For the years before 1958 two thuds of the
campaign war chests at the national level were made up of con
trbutions of over $500 and an additional one fifth came from
contributions of over $100 At the local level where approxi
mately six sevenths of election expenses are met the proportion
of gifts over $500 declines to one half or one thurd The figures
on contributors for 1952 will perhaps give some 1dea of the num
bers Around 3 mlhon people made some contribution At least
one gift of $100 was made by 150000 contributors $500 by
20000 of these people and $10000 or more was given by 200
of these indivzduals 3
The most obvious and most important conciusion m our view
is that money does not buv election victories The candidates and
party with the most money do not always win Otherwise Re
publicans would have won every elechion 1n the last tnrty years
and we know 1 fact that the Democrats have won with the sole
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exception of the tw o terms of Dwight Essenhower Nor does there
seem to be a correlation between the amount of money spent and
the extent of electoral victory 1n national elections 3 This 15 the
more surpnsing because one would expect that money would
flow 1nto the coffers of the party which was believed to have the
best chance of victory There does not seem to be a single Pres:
dential election i this century which any competent observer
believes would have turned out differently if the losing candrdate
had spent more money than the winner We can at once elmmate
all the Democratic victories because the Democrats spent less
than the Republican losers Dwight Lisenhiower was so popular
that hus two elections now seem to have been certam whether he
had a substanhal campaign surplus or not No doubt part of the
reason he had as much money to run with as he did was s per
sonal appeal to the people who contribute to campaigns and they
mght well have given to lum even if he had run as a Democrat
The Repubhecans who won 1n the penod from 1900 to 1928 did
so with substant.al majorities as befits the party which then en
joyed the allegrance of a preponderant part of the voting citizenry
The problem then 15 not to explan why money 1s crucial but
on the contrary to explam why it 1s not

No one doubts that money 1s inportant parties and candi
dates not to speak of ordinarv mortals can hardly function with
out 1t I a candidate could not raise any money or only a pitr
fully small amount he would be dreadfully handicapped and
mght not be able to run at all But this situation has never ansen
after the national convention has made its choice The crucial
question 1s not the total spent by each candidate but the differ
ence 1n the amounts they spend The first part of our explanation
therefore 15 that the differences m spending have not been so
great as to give any candidate an overwhel d ge So
long as the poorer candidate can raise the mimmum amount
necessary to mount a campaign—that 15 to hwe employees dis
tnbute literature go on the radio and television a few times get
around the country and so on—he can do most of what he has
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to do Another way of putting this would be to say that above
the amount rytoruna pargn the additional
expenditures do not appear to confer signuficant advantages Like
other goods money 15 subject to dumimshing returns People may
get tired of bemg bombarded with hterature and harangued by
peakers The candhd worry about over exposure
lest they go the way of certain television celebrities who w ere
seen once too often Cnticism of “tyng to buy the election’
‘may anse »f t00 much time 15 taken on telewsion Indeed there
may be tment at favorite programs taken off the air to ac
commodate a candidate who seems to have had more than his
say We know that many voters are relatively tropervious to hom
bardment by the opposition and all the handouts 1n the world
will not soeke them change The actual result of extensive assault
by the richer party may be to mcrease the polanzation of the
electorate as those who oppose that party find additional reasons
to mtensify their opposibon
Given the necessary muunum amount of money on his side
the less affluent canchdate can count on a good deal of free pub~
Loty Premdential campaigns are deemed newsworthy by the
press and are extensively reported While Dgmocrats may get
somewhat less space than Republicans n papers they still get
some, and they do better i the magazimes and on the ar Thus
they get through to their supporters To some extent the candi
dates can make news Jobn kennedys grapphng with the te
hgious 1ssue Harry Trumanss assaults on the epposiion Dwight
Ewuenhowers dramatic promise to go to horea made headlmes
at little or no financial cost The television debates in 1960 be
tween Nixon and Kennedy attracted milhons of viewers numbers

far 1n excess of the usual pohtical broadcasts for which fees have
tobe pard

The factor of skll must also be considered Money can be
spent for unrewardmg, purposes which actually rebound agamst
the candidate Dy 10 durimg the 1930s were de
the Liberty League on be

Lighted at the expenditures made by
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half of the Republican cindidate b they dered 1t to
be an ideal target for thewr charges that the Republicans were
the party of pnvilege Money may be expended unwittingly
gettng the opposition to the polls A poor performance on tele
wvision may do the candidate no good no matter how much 1s
spent The man who says the wrong thing may deeply regret the
wealth which made 1t possible for him to d: his state
ment widely

Other things being equal of course 1t would be nice to have
more money to spend than the other fellow But conditions are
rarely if ever equal The fundamental party allegrances of the
population the state of the economy religious and ethme affha
tions p littes of the didates—all appear to be more
sigmficant m determining the outcomes of elechons than the
differences m total party spending Despite the understandable
cres of harried party money raisers the Democrats always seem
to come up with enough to get by There 15 always the hope of
victory The winner can expect to have hus deficits covered at
the next round of party “victory” fund raismg drives It remains
true that the most expensive election 1s the one you lose

Money 1s probably more important at the nommating rather
than the electoral stage Eisenhower and Taft spent about $2.5
mullon each on therr nommating campaigns m 19523 The
candidite who wishes to enter primarnies and conduct a national
dnve to obtam delegates may be dissuaded through lack of the
mimmum amount necessary to get started The lower visibility
of primanies and the lesser attention paid to them by aitizens may
give an advantage to those with more to spend Money however
1s only one factor Estes hefauver put on a vigorous campaign
despite Ius relative lack of wealth Had he not been batterly
opposed by party leaders or had he won all the pnmanes
he entered as hennedy did he might have won the nomination
As 1t was Refauver ost to Stevenson whose command of wealth
was the least of his political assets

Other candidates may however have been ad: ly affected
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by lack of funds Nelson Rockefeller 1s 4 cunous example Appar
ently he decided not to contest the Republican nommation 1
1960 1n pert because he could not rase the cash & Duning the
1960 Kennedy Humphrey primary gns in West Virgima

P

charges of vast hennedy spending were made Certanly Ren
nedys ready cash did Jum no harm In retrospect however 1t
does appear that he was decidedly more popular with the voters
than his nval Hubert Humphrey Would more money have en
abled Humphrey to turn the tide? Humphreys campaign was
badly managed and severely underfinanced and m part this led
the press to accord him less serious treatment than he might
otherwise have mented Had Humphrey had as much money to
spend on campaigming as hennedy for as long a period of time
the tide nught conceivably have run m the other direction There
were nonetheless other candid Joh and Symmgton for
example—who had plenty of money but who chose not to contest
the pnimarzes ¢

It 15 exceedngly difficult to get reliable information on an
event that mvolves a decision not to act Such an event would
be 2 decision by a political candidate not to run because he
could not raise the money There 15 of course no hterature on
this subject But there have undoubtedly been some men whose
mability to rasse the cash has proven fatal to their chances of
bemg considered for the nommation While thus 15 most regret
table a more important question concerns whether there has
been systematic bas mn favor of or against certamn kinds of men
that consistently alters the outcome of Presidential nommations
We can immediately dismuss the notion that the richest man
avtomatically comes out on top ¥ that were the case Rochefeller
would have trumphed over Gold: Taft over Eisent
and neither Nixon nor Stevenson would have been nommated

The ability to rase money 15 not only a matter of personal
wealth but of being able to attract funds from others Does this
mean that osly candidates attractive to the wealthy can runp It
might be saud that the problem 15 not so much whether 1t helps

.
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to be nch put whether men who favor the causes of the nh
have the advantage 0¥ those who favor the POOF There 18 Titde
ewidence t0 suppott such a view Gwen the pature of the Ameri
can clectorate no candidate would openly ® mit to bews the
candudate only of the nch Candrdates holding 8 vanety of Views
on cconomic issucs’mos\ of which are ughly \cchnlumamge

to run for the nominations © artt didates 21¢
cnerally chose from amom o daffer but Little o0 most
substantive issues the reason because W
holding thert ey from ™ 1 candid ut rather
Pecause the \stnbutio® of opimons e electorate senders the
cause of suC men hopeles Our Tusio ce 10
e nch 5 Jack funds may Jvantaged From
the standpo! of the total ?o\mcn\ sY! howeve mind
tion Proces’ does POt appear es of men who are other
wise 2 Jle to the electora!

Although Qifference ity of the t¥0 0 215
money not m 3By sense & 1 determinant of national elec
tons large § ms of Mmone are necessary to mpugns M
pot those who Jbute of TAISE ney ¥ Yarge 20 unts thereby

ain fluet available tO others? ware that the answer 10
thus quest + a simple e would 82 wyes but 10t
overly ™ » What contributors @ fund Ta1s€rs (the gnancial

1ddlem: n) ge' begin ath 15 o centers of decision
makng oV ol over moneY certanly Xes 1t €asie’ to get 1

with go0! acces whe! or ey e Jbutions 1
no sigmficant interest el disadvant™d y wha se con
nbutors wont oy well be gver bene the doubt
But 1@ matters of great moment wh o vaned nterests 1
our society are 10 tention 113 Joubtiul whethe’ ntrol over
money 8§08 far with resident There ar¢ yeasons
for

r this
n the first place there areé many 1ssues on which 3 candadate
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1s likely to be already publicly committed Suggestions that &
candidate change his position dunng the campaign are likely to
be met with little favor If the matter 15 smportant enough to be
mentioned st has to be considered n relation to its vote-getung
potential Forced to malke a choice nominees are far more likely
to prefer votes to dollars And even sf a muscaleulition 15 made
wn public candidates generally prefer not to reverse thewr feld
and appear vacillating and mconsistent Money may be given 1n
the expectation of future favors To spell this out m detasl would
appear unseemly however and 1s Iikely to be rejected outnight
The moral sensc of the candidates would most likely forbid such
a thing 1f not the good pohitical sense of their advisors would
suggest that the consequences of discovery are much worse than
any possible benefits Thus any strngs attached to a gt are
likely to be vague and cloudy subject to all sorts of interpreta
tions

Once a President assumes office he 15 1 a much stronger
bargaming position  Contnbutors are likely to need him much
more than he will need them he can do more to affect thewr
fortunes than they can to affect lus A President may at that
poumt refuse to acknowledge any alleged agreement of pohicy
concesstons 1 return for contnbutions Wealthy contributors
frequently give to both parties and 1 any case are often found
on opposite sides of public 1ssues For candidates to give m to
one of them may simply mcur the wrath of others

A decline 1 contributions from one source may be made up
by funds from another The Presidents need to gam or mam
tamn support from the voters the lumts placed on his powers of
decision by what Congressmen bureaucrats and terest groups
will accept his own preferences all serve to place drastic hmts
on benefits contubutors get from campaign contbutions In
brief, money simply becomes much less important to the things
a President needs to do while he 15 1n office Contributors may
be heard to complain 1n the hurt tones of Henry C Frick who
after visiting Theodore Roosevelt at the White House said “We
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Tourlit the son of 1 biteh and then he did not stay bouzhe 73t
The forevoln analvsis shoulid help tn explain why Previd atisl
politicing da net “stay bousht™ whateser their delit to their
£nancisl aupportees

Though it i1 true that the patties vsnlly seem to taiee enounh
mancy ta get by finding money §s Bkely to be a tranmatic etpen
ence There i a day by voramble which muet be encrvating
The flepubliciny are tomewhat better off not only Fecause of-
their ability to colleet in the business community but alo
because thry po about the tash much more systematicatly than
do the Demoerats Personal wleitation has been found to be
the best method of collecting funds So Republicwns arranze far
comprehensive coscrare on a loctl basis of alf likely contnbutors
and they have a good deal of central coordintion which assures
that the national orgimzation tecenes its shwe Democratic
efforts are 1o sy the least chaotic Aside from the union strong
holds contractors and textile people they do not hise a wisible
group in many parts of the country whom they can count on to
give a httle Unhke tho Repubikicans they have not lured a
professiona} moneyraiser sympathetic to their cause who wall
take on the job over a long period of time ®* As & result each
financial campugn tends to be run by different peaple who hue
to start from the beg L is not ited s
st might be When Adln Stevenson was nominated in 1832, he
downgraded Jarge contributions and appomted Beardsley Rumi
who tned to get most of what he needed from small contnbutions
Rum! did get more than usual from that source but not nearly
enough *® Edwin Pauley who ratsed funds for Truman was an
oitman who had a wide acquuntancestup tmong man of welth
snd who was adrost m baving bis chums sccognized by groups
hhe road builders and construction firms who could expect to
benefit from Demacratic pohicies Until the hennedy campaygn
the Democrats continued to hive at best from hand to mouth
day to day cnims fo ensis President Truman m 1948—~few wished
o contnbute to a sure loser—found humself stranded without
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funds 1n the middle of Oklahoma on s campaign tram Where

upon the Governor and a few others on that train decided that
this could not be allowed to continue and found the money
Agam the essential ‘wherewithal was forthcoming but the attend

ant tension 15 hardly the best atmosphere 1 which to conduct a
political campagn € In 1964 “when Tepublican chances of vie

tory over Johnson were never rated much brighter than those of
a snow flake 1 Austin ” the Republicans raised more money than
they had m any previous campaign And contriry to previous
campaigns the money came not from big business but primanly
from small donations sent i by hundreds of thousands of con

tobutors many of whom had never before contributed to a
national campaign ” The GOP collected 651 000 small mdividual
contributtons m 1964 &

The fund rasmg dinner has m tecent years become a major
source of money To the accompaniment of rubbery chichen or
m the more affluent affawrs good steak the well heeled come to
Listen to exhortations at up to $1000 a plate The advantages of
this system to the parties are many Attendance 15 visible Those
who do not come may be conspicuous by therr absence Those
who wish to be regarded favorably by the parties officeholders
may deaide that 1t 15 a good 1dea to come Dinners are easy to
organize and a large profit 1s usually cleared Such disadvantages
as there may be to ths system do not seem 1o accrue to the party
coffers so much as to the party farthful These loyal souls may
if fund raising meals continue to prolferate find 1t necessary to
give up one of their expensive hobbies politics or eating

Control Over Information

Control over mformation 15 another major political resource
Information does many things besides help voters to change their
wunds—that rare phenomenon 1t helps people keep 1n touch with
the progress of the campmgn gives the party farthful indications
of the effectiveness of their side acquants voters with the major
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public affurs do not grt much space © Advertising 15 gamed by
convineing businessmen that 1t will pay them in terms of mcreased
sales The penodic appeals of conservatnes requesting business
men to plce or withhold adwertising ws a form of pohtical
coercion usually {21l on denf ears because the motives of those
who pav are commercnal rather than politwcal Both the paper
and ats advertisers are bkely to shy sway from many forms of
political controversy it tends to make enemes rather than friends
and 15 commonly belived to be “bad for business " The result
1s that much of the time newspapers are rather bland Such
political opinions as they do express are watered down so as not
to gne offense Their pohtical opiions far from bemng thew
central concerns tend to be sporadic and amless rather than
representing a coherent political wdeology o

These tendenties are strengthened by a prevathng, belief that
papers aught to be nonparsan m thewr news storzes and present
both s des of the assues of the diy However much the norm of
smpartiahity mav be honored m the breach it provades a standard
which serves 1o some extent to hold down partisanship More
than that the belief that 1t 15 3 newspapers function to report
what happens rather than to editortalice m sts news calumns has
manv other attrictions for editors It enables them to escape to
some extent from the hostilthes engendered by pohtical contro
versy 1t fessens problems of editorsal judgment thus decreasing
the amount of work thev have tp do it enables them to sefect
ttems that they think will enh their readership st provid
editors with 1 rabionale for defending themselves agamnst the
charge of giving too much prominence ta causes and candidates
which may be unpopular with advertisers or some mfluential
readers ‘This narm lenves the papers open to manipulation by
poliical strategists who can create sensational news stories
During the hevday of Senator McCarthy for example newspaper
men slowlv became aware of the extent to which they had mded
tum by publicizing s charges because they were “news  rather
than ignonng or carefully evaluating them ¢ Duning Presidential
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tmpression contrary to that preferred by the owners of the paper
Such appeared to be the case with John F hennedy who was
popular with the reporters and the extra attention he received
resulted 1n complamts from Richard Nixon who was not so
popular with them 72

pendent upon b for advertising and de-
voted pretty much to the status quo most papers usually endorse
Republican candidates and favor them in editonals and (to a
lesser but real extent) in therr news columns However bland
this advocacy has become 1t certamly has emsted 1n all recent
elections except 19617 But 1t 15 a far cry from acknowledging
this situation to a conclusion that citizens are actually influenced
1n their opmions and voting choices by the newspapers they take
We use the word “take” adwisedly because the fact that a news
paper enters a home 1s no guarantee that its political news and
editorials will be read Most people pay httle enough attention
to politics they often read nothing or just scan the headlines
without taking away much of an impression Analyses of tons of

paper clippings sh g political propaganda by Pap

means nothing msofar as the effect 1s concerned if these stones

are never read ,
When stones and editonials are perused with some care the

readers perception of what has been wntten may differ markedly
from the mtentions of the writer on the newspaper An ecitonal
may not be clear mn mtent particularly if 1t 1s hedged by qualfica
tions or watered down to muumze offense as 1s often the case
Frequently the reader pays attention only to those parts of the
prece which substantiate his own opiions Opinion studies have
demonstrated the remarkable capacity of people to filter out
what they do not wish to hear and come away with quite a
dufferent mmpression than an objective analysis of an editonal or
article would warrant Indeed the reader may mterpret the story
to mean precisely the opposite of what 1t mtends a cnticism of
Harry Truman for being vituperative for example could be taken
as a commendation of his fighting spunt 7
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to be and‘?tm‘bechgt,eg‘ as mvilid There 15 2 great deal of
suspicion of the press m the Tted States Party 1dentification 15
s0 powerful a force that 1t 15 likely to overwhelm most anything
a paper says Obviously millions of citizens have no difficulty
remaumung and voting Democratic while reading Republican news
papers Group loyslties are another force which may lead to
rejection of opimions n newspapers Face to face groups m umons,
on the job 1n fraternal rehgious and ethmic orgamzations mty
generate opnions of their own If these differ from those mn the
newspaper the members of the groups gre provided with defénse
agamst the persuaston of the press Groupspressures of this Jand
are likely to be far more influengiil than what 15 wntten 1 a
paper The group may also remforce what the paper says but
this represents an ntensification rather than a change of opinion ™
No doubt the monopoly position of most newspapers 1 local
makes the d of opposmg views more
chfficult than 1t might be m the presence of compention from a
newspaper of 2 different outlooh But there are ways of gettng
around this Other publications may enter the home magazines
and pamphlets which are rehgious ethme umon fraternal angd
even political 1n therr focus and these may contan contrary
notions of public pohiey and candidate preference True only 3
relatively few persons read the poltical magazines But these
peaple are hikely to be opimion leaders people who take an actyve
mterest m public affairs and who are looked up to by others for
advice The availability therefore of httle of many
shades of opmion permuts the opsmuon leaders to recere and
then dissemunate information on & personal basis which ma.
h sma pap o4
. Consider a puzzle concerming the political mpact of the Neys
ork Daily News a sensational tabloid with 2 cirenlation fn the
mullons It 15 apparent that if those who read the Ney s pg voted
agamst Frankln D Roosevelt as the paper repe;
mended m witnolic terms Roosevelt would cert,

Sthrjes and Edftorialdmay be 1}éerpreted as they were meant

atedly recom
ainly never have
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carnied New York City by the huge margins he did At the same
time at seems strange that so many people who not only voted
for but revered FDR in New York continued to read a newspaper
whose editonals bitterly attacked their hero The Democratic
readers of the News apparently managed to get the best of both
possible worlds They read the paper they liked and voted for the
man they favored without noticing the apparent contradiction—
because for them there was no contradiction They erther did
not pay attention to the editortals or blocked out the unfavorable
ones completely or mterpreted them to mean something favor
able to FDR Votng studies document mstances where people
who wanted to vote for Harry Truman m 1948 convinced them
selves that the incumbent President was agaimnst price controls
some people who preferred Dwight Eisenhower 1 1956 appar
ently had no difficulty in believing that he surely favored medscal
care for the aged ¢

Or let us consider the case of the opposite of the New York
Daily News the good gray sober responsible New York Times
After the Times came out for John F Kennedy m the clos
g weeks of the 1960 Presidential campargn various political
pundits speculated as to the probable mmpact of the fact of this
endorsement by so august and respectable a source Our theory
about votng behavior would lead us to be wary of claiming much
mfluence for the Trmes not because its readership was too m
different to heed this call to reason but because of the knd of
people who read this paper One has to be ternbly mterested in
politics to read through the Times as far as the editorial page
People who read that far are among the small interested mmonty
who comprise the core of the strong party identifiers Precisely
because of therr mterest they are likely to identify with a major
party and to be to changing their alleg A call
from the Times theref h respectabl could hardly
shake these devoted party people in thewr fundamental loyalty
The vaallating the doubtful, and the unmnformed who cannot
make up thewr minds are far more Likely to read True Confessions
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or Modern Romance than the New York Trmes with ats surfeit
of news about seemingly dull political events

What then 15 the sigmficance of newspapers Presidential
campaigns? We have suggested that the press 15 by no means
mmensely wfluential Its major mmportance probably Les m two
directions  presenting some kind of information about the can
didates and the campaign to its readers and intensifying the pre
dispositions held by people who tend to agree with the papers
preferences If one asked the candidates they would undoubtedly
prefer to have the press on therr side mstead of agamnst them
But they can and do win m the face of opposition from the
press It may be that the newspaper a person reads subtly con
ditions hus athitudes 1 ways now unsuspected znd that this has
some effect on his opimons and voting choce 77 There 1s no ev1
dence however to mdicate that this pont has much force n

Pracd

¥ and ewnd does exst which suggests
severe Lumits to what papers can do Undoubtedly wh

mmpact the press has varies enormously with crcumstances
Agamst a well known and mmensely populer President like
Frankln Roosevelt m 1936 or Lyndon Johnson mn 1964 wath
substantial publicity resources of his own, the impact of the press
may be negligible Aganst a httle known candidate like Adlai
Stevenson mn 1952 the attitudes commumicated by the press—
say aloof; over mtell \ d y be more
significant Yet we kmow from voting studies that in 1952 Steven
son was favorably regarded by Democrats who identified hum
with his party 7 Perhaps the press counts for more on 1ssues that
are relatively far removed from the direct experience of the
voters such as corruphion in government (where voters are pre
pared to believe the worst) and which may be blown out of
proportion by hostile coverage But the sheer number of different
esues whach way become televant donng = Presdenod cam
pargn especially if they are “pocketbook” 1ssues that are grasped

with relative ease by voters may also neutralize the mfluence of
the press
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The Presidency

The Presidency 1s one resource which 1n any given election
year must of necessity be monopohized by one party or the other
When an mcumbent President seeks re election he enjoys many
specinl advantages by virtue of ns position He 15 to begin wath
much better known than any challenger can hope to be Every
thing the President does 15 news and 1s widely reported 1n all
the media of information The issues to which the President
devotes Ius attention are likely to become the national issues
because of his umque vimbility and capacity to center diffused
public attention on matters he deems mportant To this extent
he 15 1n a position to focus public debate on 1ssues he deems
most advantageous The President can act and thereby gam
credit Should he face 2 crisis n foreign affaus and these are
many he can gam by domg well or by calling on the patnotism
of the aitizenry to support its Chief Executive when the nation
15 1 danger An example of this occurred durning the 1964 cam
paign when Unmited States vessels n the Bay of Tonkin were
fired upon and President Johnson took to the arwaves to promse
nigorous defen 1ve measures Inlate July just before the madent
he attracted 59% of the voters to 31% for Goldwater n early
August Just after the medent the Presidents score went up to

5% and Goldwaters declined to 29% ™

As the symbo} of the nation the President can travel and
make “nonpol peeches to subtly ad his dhd
while his opponent 1s open to charges of “blind partisanship” in
what are becoming unceasingly troubled times Should his op
ponent claim that he can do a better job the President need
hardly male the obvious response that he is the only candidate
who has had experience mn a job for which there exists no com
pletely appropnate prior raiing

The life of the bent b is not ly one of

diluted joy If the takes a tum for the
worse 1f a race not erupts if another nation comes under Com
munist influence he 1s bkely to be blamed as the man who was
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m office at the time Whether he 1s renlly to blame or not
whether or not any man could possibly deal with an mtrctable
world m the realm of foreygn policy he 15 deemed responsible
and has to take the consequences His opponent ¢1n to some ex
tent pernit humself to be ivesponsible or carred way by exuber

ance The President cannot detach himself from office while
campaigning however and he must recogmze that other nations
are listenmng when he makes statements The Presidents very
superiority of mformation may turn out to be a handicap as he
cannot make certam statements or reveal hus sources for others
without commutting a breach of secunty His opponent can at

tack hus record but the mcumbent may have difficulty Sinding a
comparable record to assal on the other side

Yet the bent President s are probably suffi

ciept to overcome these disabihties 1t 15 the candidate who seeks
to succeed an mcumbent of his own party who suffers the most

His 15 the unhappy lot, as Nixon and Stevenson discovered of
getting the worst of all possible worlds He suffers from both the
disadvantages of having to defend an existing record and of bemg
anew man He cannot attack the admumstration m office with

out alienating the President and sellmg hus own party short and
he cannot claim he has expenence m office It may be difficult
for hum to defend a record he did not make and may not wholly

care for His 15 the most duficult strategic problem of all the
candidates

CONVERTIBILITY OF RESOURCES -

Clearly the soctal framework withm which Presidential elec
tion strategies must be pursued distributes advantages and dis
advantages rather smportantly between the parties

We have attempted to explan why the unequal distribution
of key resources such as money and control over information do
not necessanly lead to election victorses for the parties and can
didates which possess and use most of these resources Might
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there not however be a cumulative effect which would greatlv
assist those who possessed both more money and more control
over information? This effect may exst but 1t could obviously
not be of overwhelmmng mmportance since the Democrats who
are usvally disad d 1 these resp have won most of
the recent elections We can suggest three reasons for Democratie
strength despite these disadvantages First the Democrats are
able to convert other resources wmto money and control over
formation thereby narrowing the gap dunng campaigns Second
the Democrats have superior access to other important resources
—especially the numerrcally dorunant party identifications 1n the
votmg populaton—which may overwhelm the Republican su
peronty 1 money and control over the media of formation.
Third the Democrats are better 1ble m general to convert some
resources 1nto others than are thewr opponents

Once the D party d the Prestdency 1n 1933
and held 1t for twenty years it was able to use the resource
of officral position to collect more campaign funds because con
tnbutors want access to the wmner and to get greater news
coverage because the Presidents activities are newsworthy no
matter what his party The alliance of the Democrats with the
large mdustrial unsons has at times meant that the party re
cetved contrsbutions in the com of personal labor mn electioneer
ing for which the Republicans had to lay out cash or do without
The superionty {perhaps the mere existence) of Democratic or
gamzations m crhies of large population with strategic impact on
the Electoral College has sometimes led to the availability of
election workers who did not have to be paid m cash—at least
not during the campaign and not at all if the party lost the
election The appeals of the Democrats to ethme racial and re

hgious groups has meant that publ of these specialized
groups mught serve to offset the preponderant Republican onen
tation of the daily press

The fact that the Democrats have approxumately a three to
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two lead over Repubhcans m party wdentification 15 perhaps the
most effective resource 1n the Democratic arsenal so effective
ndeed that 1t 15 apparently more than enough tc compensate
for whatever advantages the Repubhcans gan through wealth
and the mass media For unless the Republicans manage to do
something special the voters will elect a Democrat by followmng
therr usual partisan dispositions To be sure other things such
as turnout for example are not always equal otherwise the Re
publicans would never win But wath respect to sheer numbers
of nommnal supporters the Democrats are ahead at the start

Implcit 1n these remarks 15 the proposition that the Demo
crats 1 our era are better able to convert their resources into
success at the polls than are the Republicans That 1s the party
identification of a sigmficant majonty of the electorate can more
easily be turned nto electoral victory than can money or con
trol over informaton be turned to winmmng the alleppance of
atizens to a different party Party identsfication changes but
slowly and changes sigmficantly only under the unpact of events
m the soctety which profoundly affect the mass of citizens No
ont really knows short of that how to go about changing the
party 1dentifications of masses of people m the same partisan
dicection

The Republ can use therr ad ge 1n turnout to over
come the D d ge 1 party wentuf They
can try to make party :dentification seem less relevant at elec
tion time by putting up 2n attractive candidate who 1s “ahove”
par hip They can capitabize on errors by Democrats or on
dissatisfaction with a Democratic admumstration No one can
claim to predict the outcomes of elections yet to come certamly
we cannot. Nothing that has been said here means that a Re
publican might not win bandily as Eisenhower did m two par
ticular elections Spealing m terms of probabilities over sev eral

elections however 1t seems to us that the Democrats are Lkely to
win more often than they lose
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SUMMARY

As pohtcians develop therr strategies for winning nommation
and election to the Presidency they will have to keep m mind
numerous facts that are given m therr polircal environment
and probably not subject to change by anytling they may do
Among these are the facts that

1) Most voters are not sufficiently concerned with specific pol
cres to change their votes mn response to policy appeals

2) Rather they vote the way they do out of party habit

3) They may or may not furn out 1n great numbers however
and therefore 1t 15 necessary to achvate mtermediary organi
zations and party actvists 1 order to help tum out ones
own voters

4) Parties seek to win elections as their major goal

5) Lither party has a reasonably good chance to win the elec
tion the Democrats because they are m the majonty the
Republicans because they are much more Iikely to turn out
and because they have better access to money and greater

sympathy 1n the press
6) Intermediary organizations such as interest groups and party
g can be d by pohcy and
it and p of access to g I de
eision making

7) Each of the parties consists of a loose coalition of interest
groups and state and local parties

8) The Electoral College puts a premium on votes from large
two-party states

Most or all of these basic facts are well understood by Prest
dential candidates and their managers They understand that
geting norunated and getting elected present two separate
though interrelated problems Let us pow sce what sorts of
political strategics they devise to master these problems
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cent " (p 102) Sec also Gordon M Comnelly and Harry M
Field *“The Non Voter—Who He Is What He Thinks * Public Opin
fon Quarterly 8 (Summer 1944) 175-187 The work of Angus Camp-
bell and his atthe U y of Michigan s Survey Research
Center to which we will refer agam 1s based on numerons sample
surveys of the entire Amencan voting populaton These studes
which have been gong on since 1948 have through the years m
creased in breadth and sophistication and at the moment represent
the largest pool of data we have on the political habits of Amencans
The work of Paul Lazarsfeld Bemard Berelson and their associates
at the Columbra Bureau of Applied Social Research has been gong on
since 1940 Rather than national sample surveys the BASR group
has collected dpta of a more focused kind, often Imited to a single
community The BASR group pioneered in the use of panel surveys
which consist of sentes of re interviews with a sample of respondents
For a description and entique of these and other matenals we shall
be using, see Peter H Ross: “Four Landmarks m Voting Research *
m American Voting Behavior eds Eugene Burdick and Arthur J
Brodbeck (Glencoe 1959) Chapter 1

3 Bemnard Berelson Paul F Lazarsfeld and Wilklam N McFhee
Voting (Chicago 1954) p 25 Campbell et al The American Voter
pp 475483 Key Public Opnion and American Democracy pp
195-199

4 Campbell et al The American Voter pp 120-145 Robert E
Lane concludes “Over the long run party identification has more
fluence over a persons vote decsion than any other single fac
tor ” Political Life (Glencoe 1959) p 300

5 The authors of The American Voter wnite that ;n companson
to habitual party identifiers “ Independents tend as & group to
be somewhat Jess involved m poliics They have sumewhat poorer
knowledge of the issues themr mmage of the candidates 15 famnter their
imterest ;m the campaign 15 less thewr concern over the outcome 15
relatively shght, and their choice between competing candidates
seems much less ta spnng from discoverable evaluations of the ele
ments of nattonal politics ” (Campbell et el p 143 ) See also Berelson
et ol Voting, pp 25-27 and for a somewhat different treatment
Robert Agger “Independents and Party Identifiers” in Amencan
Voting Behavior eds Burdick and Brodbeck Chapter 17




The Strategic Environment / 59

6 Berelson ¢t ol Voting, pp 215-233 George Belknap and
Angus Campbell state that “for many people Democratic or Republs
can attitudes regarding foreign policy result from conscions or uncon-
scaous adherence to a percesved party line rather than from influences

depend of party 1denti ~ “Pohtical Party IdentiScatrm
and Atttudes Toward Foreign Pohey ™ Public Opinion Quarterly 15
(Winter 1951-52) 623 Campbell and his associates speak of “fie
electorate s profound loyalty to the ensting parties Our [Survey Pe-
search Center] studues regularly have shown that three-quarters of €.
adult population grants outnght its allegiance to the Republcan £~
Democratic Party and that most of those who call themselves Inde
pendents acknowledge some degree of attachment to one of e
parties These partisan identifications sppear highly resistazt ¢4
change” (Campbell et al The American Voter pp 552-553)

7 The vanous voting studies previously cited all contann 3.
stantial discussions of this subject See especually Robert E. Leoge
‘Fathers and Sons Foundations of Poliical Behef ™ American 5,0,
logical Review 24 (August 1859) 502-511 Campbell ef of 77,
Amenican Voter pp 146-147 H H Remmers “Early Sor_alge
of Attitudes™ 1w Amencan Voting Behavior eds Burdick aed z- J,::
beck pp 55-67 Rey Public Opmmton and Amencan Demprs, .,
293-314 sums up in these words Children acquire ez-jy 40 Hf’;
feelng of party identification they have sensiths o,

G %5
since they are um ative ammals soon take on the Pt g
the famaly " (p 294) see especnally Fred I grp. A4

e,

dren and Politics (New Haven 1965) Chapterd, s Che
8 ™ Feople are more likely to assocc, o ¢
themselves—alike 1 poliical complexton as v ; P 11
(Berelson et al Voting p 83 ) el gt ™
9 Paul Lazarsfeld Bernard Berelson, and Jr
People s Chotce (New York 1944) pp 16-93 Fed oty 170
10 Ibid Angus Campbell and Homer ¢ [
ences in Attitudes and Votes {Ann Arber § - »7 Croup Difer
Roper “Political Actvatv of Amernican Cityzen, 5. fitward asd
liz Opwian and Amencan Democracy pp ¢ > Pub-
sonetal Voting pp 54-T6 Unfortunatel, gy, 121131 et
Rind (Santa Barbara 1960) has Presden,_y Earkin 0-10:
usual Essenhower elechons % ety from the
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11y g hey Jr Sotithern Folitlcs (Ney, Yark 1950} pp 75.
81 223-20g 280085

2.vo hey fr oy Theory of Critiea} Elections ~ 1, Joumat
of Politize 17 ( I‘cbmary 1955) 3.1 Campbelf ¢ ad The American
Voter 150 See morg Benerafly Jamey Q Wilson, Aegro Polties

13 See Duane Lockarg Aew Englang State Foligres {Pnnceton
1959) Dahi 112, Gocerns? PP 33-5) 216-217 Elmer 2 Comwell,
“Party Absorption of Ethnjc Croups The Case of Providence RI~
So0c1al Foneey 38 (Mareh 1960) 203-219 J Joseph Huthmache,
Ma.trac/xu:cm People ang Politics ¢ Cambndge Mass 1959) rp
118-12¢

14 Samuyer Lubell T3, f, uture of Ametican Politics (New Yor
1951) pp 129.15,

15 Campbell ¢f o The Ametican Voter PP 3557 595509
537 Herbert H Hyman and Pay] p Sheatsley “The Politsea] Appeal
of President Exsenhowep " Pubjic Opinton ()uam'rly 18 (Winter 1955~
56) 26.3g

16 Tre Portions of 13,,¢ analysig v heh deal v ph voters and 1ssyes
2ra taken from Chapter g “Pubhe Policy ang Politica] Preference ~ m
Campbell ¢7 g The American Voter pp 168-187

B0on on curreny BEWS topics Simglar data for 193548 are contamed
Hadley Cantril apg Mildreq Strunk Puble Opinion 1935-1945
1
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rather general categores such as “economic aid to foreign countnes
fluence of big busmess m government” and “aid to education
(Campbell et of The Amencan Voter p 182) It 1s hughly probable
that the proportion of people meetmg the three requirements would
be substantially reduced »f the precse and specfic pohaes within
these general 1ssue categones formed the basis of questions m a
survey

19 The authors of The Amencan Voter tentatively conclude that
i the Eisenhower years covered by thewr studv people who pmd
httle aftention to politics were ng very disproportionately
to partisan change  (Campbelletal p 264}

20 Philip E Comverse Information Flow and the Stabity of

Partisan Attitudes  Pubhc Opinton Quarterly 26 (Winter 1962) 578-
599

21 V O key Jr with the assistance of Milton C Cummings Jr
The Responsible El R hty s Presidental Voting 1936-
1960 {Cambndge Mass 1966)

22 Campbell et a! T7e Amencan Voter pp 153-160 hey A
Theory of Critsical Elections  3-18 Stouffer Communism Conformity
and Cual Laberties p 87 says that Amenicans are concerned not with
world problems but with personal problems He adds a ‘busmess
recession finds a path into almost every home—whether 1t 15 that of
a factory worker or that of a butcher who finds hss sales of meat de
chnung It becomes  threat that 15 immediate and personal ”

23 hey asserts that as has been demonstrated the ciizens
dentification with party tends to produce a tie consistent with his
policy preferences  (Public Opmon and American Democracy p
460 ) See also Lazarsfeld et of., The People s Choice Chapter 9

24 This notion 15 developed by Anthony Downs An Economtc
Theory of Democracy (New York, 1957)

25 See Raymond A, Bauer Ithiel de Solx Pool, and Lewrs An
thony Dexter Amerscan Business and Public Policy (New York 1963)
pp 323-399 especially p 373

26 See Seymour M Lupset, Paul F Lazarsteld Allen ¥ Barton,
and Juan Lanz, “The Psychology of Voting An Analysis of Poliical

Behavior 1 Handbook of Socual Psychology ed. Gardner Lindzey
(Cambndge Mass 1954)

27 This discussion 1s drawn largely from Aaron B Wildavsky
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“The Intellipent €k iy Cul = 0 the Aburet of Statitks The Kene
pedy Doawrnent and the Cathob Vote ® Podi by end Soct I Lt et
Aelon W Polits Fobett A Den Lot and Panl A Smt b (flos on,
1983) pp 8.5-610 Seo alts Thomae Flinn “How Nivon Took OF b~
Western Fodi dag Qe tterly 13 (June 1002) T70-270 p k. Con-
vene Anpus Campbell Warren 1. M"er and Duesl) L. Stokes
“Statility and Chang~ in 197} A Helodtsting Llection ™ Americom
Political Setence Retiew 55 (Jure [061) 209250 Andrew R Dag
g3ley “Neligiows Influence on W icuntin Voting, 10.5-10€0~ Ameri
can Folitical Sclence Retdew 50 (March 1962) £80-"0 and Dischin
Our Oun Aind

28 Sce 1thiel de Sala FPool Robert P Abelion, and Samuel L.
Popkin Canifils ¢ larues end Strotegies (Cambridge Maw, 1964}
pp H17-118

29 bk pp 03 117-118

30 Daggaley “Religious Influence on Wisconsin Voting, 1923-
1960 * 68-70

31 Converse Camphell Miller and Stokes “Stabilty and
Change In 1060 A Reinstating Flection * 269-250

32 Sce Wildarsky in Polsby et af  Folitics end Soctal Life pp
825-814

33 At Jeast a quarter of a million Jews and over a millon Ne
groes hve in Hhnols Over 2 million Negroes Ine in Tewas and
174,357 of them are registered to vot~ according to the US Cima}
Rights Commissien (“Voting™ 1961 U § Comnission on Cucil
Rights Report 301 } The conclusion is far from implausible

34 “Access” Is the opporfunity to press clalms upon decision
makers This does not fmply that those who have more access are
more successful in pressing their claims but it is generally supposed
that claims have o better chance of realization when they are pre-
sented repeatedly and ausprelously to deciston makers and by
“known” rather than “unknown” claimants Sce David B Truman
The Goternmental Process (New York 1031) pp 261-270

35 Our interpretation of patties is based largely on Pendleton
Herung The Polttics of Democracy (New Yerk 1940) V O Rey
Jr Politics Parties and Pressure Groups dth ed {New lork 1058)
David B Truman “Federalism and the Party System ™ in Federalum
Mature and E: ed. Arthur M. hon (New York 1955),
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Chapter 8 Anthony Downs An E Theory of D Y
and a burgeonmg Lterature (some of 1t already cited) on state an
Tocal poliical party organizations See especsally Truman, The Gov-
ernmental Process pp 262~287

36 Hemmng The Politics of Democracy especially pp 272-287
Ses also hdward C Banfield Political Influence (New York, 1961)

37 The structure of Amencan political parties i treated among
other places 1 Key Politics Parties and Pressure Groups Hugh A
Bone American Politics and the Party System (New York 1855) and
William Goodman, The Two Party System in the United States (New
Yok 1958)

38 See Warren E Miler “Presdentinl Coattals a Study m
Political Myth and Methodology * Public Opinion Quarterly 19 (Win
ter 1955-56), 26-39

39 Wilkam S Lavingston “A Note on the Nature of Federalism ™
Political Science Quarterly 67 (March 1952) 81-05

40 See Robert R Alford Party and Society (Chicago 1063)
Chapter 8 “The Umited States The Poliies of Diversity”™ This re
analysts of a vanety of surveys suggests that class-onented votng m
the United States while 1t exists does not polanze voters to the
extent that can be found in Great Britam or Australia

41 Herbert McClosky Paul J Hoffman and Rosemary O'Hara
“Tssue Conflict and Consensus Among Party Leaders and Followers ™
American Pohtical Saience Review 54 (June 1960) 408427 The
authors who compared large samples of Democratic and Republican
leaders on twenty four major public 1ssues conclude that “the belef
that the two Amencan parties are 1dentical m prnciple and doctnne
bas bitle foundation an fact. Exammation of the opions of Demo
crabe and Republican Teaders shows them to be distinet communities
of co-behevers who diverge sharply on many wnportant 1ssues  They

add, “Lattle support was found for the belief that deep cleavages
exist among the electorate but are sgnored by the Jeaders One might
mdeed, miore accutately assert the contrary to wit that the natural
leavages between the leaders are lurgely 1g00red by the vorers” {pp

425-426)

42~Key Public Opwien and American Democracy p 439 ob-
senves “Of Democratie high partiaipators only 34 per cent fall
into white-collar of the Republ

group comparable 1
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pohitteal activity 48 per cent are from white-collar occupations Sub-
Ny morc D than Republican high p P are
blue-collar worhers Oceur ! diff between the party iden
tfiers become more marked as level of poliucal partiapation in
creases ™
43 The umt rule 15 not prescribed m the Constitution or by Fed
eral law Rather 1t 1s the result of indwadual state action which pro-
vides mn all states that Electors for party nomimnees are grouped
together and elected en bloc on a general ticket” such that a vote
for one Elector 15 a vote for all the Electors on that ticket wath the
majority vote electing all Electors for the state Senator Thomas
Hart Benton sad 1n 1824 “The general ticket system was the
offspnng of pohey It was adopted by the leading men of [ten
states] to enable them to conschdate the vote of the state -
Thomas Jefferson had earlier pomted out that * while ten
states choose erther by legislatures or by a general ticket st ss folly
and worse than folly for the other states not to do 1t In short, once
a few states maximized therr impact by using the umit rule the others
followed swt. See Motwn for Leare to File Complaint Complaint
and Brief Delaware v New York No 28 Ongmal US Supreme
Court October term 1966 and Neal R Peuce “The Elertoral Col
lege Goes to Court ™ The Reporter October 6 1966
44 ‘The 1960 figures are
Alaska 50773 votes three electoral votes or one electoral vote for
every 16 924 voters
New York 7258921 votes 45 electoral votes or one electoral vate
for every 181 309 voters
Cahforma 6506578 votes 32 electoral votes or one electoral vote
for every 203 330 voters
45 For 1960 Sgures see Herbert E Alexander Financing the
1960 Election (Princeton 1962) p 10 Figures for 1964 are con
tamed 1n Herbert E Alexander and Harold B Meyers “The Switch
m Campaign Gwing,” Fortune (November 1965) 103-108
46 Alexander Heard The Costs of Democracy (Chapel Hill
1960) pp 7-8 Herbert E Alexander *Financing the Parties and
Campaigns * 1n The Presidential Election and Transition 1960-61
ed. Paul T David (Washmgton, 1961) pp 116-118 Alexander and
Meyers “The Switch in Campaign Giving ™
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47 Heard, The Costs of Democracy pp 18-22, 39 Alexander
“Fmancing the Parties and Campaigns”™ p 118 Alexander and
Meyers “The Switch i Campaign Givng ™

48 Alexander and Meyers “The Switch i Campaign Giving™

49 Alexander “Fimancng the Parbies and Camparges” p 117

50 Heard The Costs of Democracy p 6

51 Ibhid p 41 Herbert E Alexander Financing the 1964 Elec
tion (Princeton 1966) pp 68-69

52 Heard The Costs of Democracy pp 49-53

53 For expenditure figures see tbid pp 17-24 and, for 1960
see Alexander Frmanang the 1960 Election pp 9-13 The follow
g table 15 adapted from figures i both these books

Democratic Demoeratic
Percentage of Percentage of
Two-Party Vote  Two-Party Expenditures
1932 59 49
1936 82 41
1940 55 35
1944 52 43
1948 52 39
1952 44 45
1958 42 33
1860 50 45
1964 81 41

On the state level, our conclusion may not be cortect however See
Murray Levin and George Blackwood The Compleat Politician (In
duanapolis 1962) pp 227-243

54 Alexander “Fmancing the Parties and Campaigns ™ p 119

55 See Theodore H White The Making of the President 1960
(New York 1961) pp 71-74

56 See thid pp 92-110 and Harry Emst The Primary That
Made a President West Virgima 1960 (New York, 1962) espeaially
pp 16-17 29-31 Several factors appear to have contnbuted to
Humphreys difficulty in rmsing money First and probably fore
most, he had very ltde of lus own to draw upon Second Adlar
Stevenson was being indecsive By refusing to withdraw humself his
backers were encouraged to wait and see rather than swatch monetary
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support to Humphrey Had Stevenson not been i contentton Hum
phrey might have gotten more money And third Humphrey appar
ently was unwilling to do things which would severely alenate the
other dd or otherwis pardize his future m
the party He may therefore have been restramed from actions which
would have axded huim A revealing passage in White (pp 109-110)
indicates what may have been mvolved

In New York from which so much Stevenson monev had
originally come to Humphreys coffers Governor Abraham Ribi
coff acting on hennedys mstruchons warned all Stevensontans
that if they continued to finance the hopeless campaign of Hubert
Humphrey Adlai Stevenson would not even be considered for
Secretary of State Where necessary hennedy Lieutenauts were
even rougher i Connecticut, Boss John Balley informed former
Connectreut Senator Wilkam Benton that of he continued
to finance Humphrey (Benton had already given Humphrey
$5000 earher 1n the spnng) he would never hold another elec-
tive or appomntive job n Connecticut
57 Jasper B Shannon Money and Politics (New York 1959)
p 33

58 Heard The Costs of Democracy pp 212-232

59 Ibid pp 249258

60 See ibid and Shannon, Money and Politics p 59 On pages
13-65 Shannon presents a colorful history of Amencan evpenence
i raising money for Presidential campaigns

61 Alexander and Meyers “The Switch in Campugn Giving,”
203-108

62 Television stations have few programs of news commentary
and these are not usually overtly partisan (To be sure the wealthuer
party may buy more TV time for its candidate but we have already
discussed the real Lmitations of this resource ) Radio news commen
tary 15 more ubiquitous but as we know only those who imtially
agree with commentators are likely to tune in regularly

63 See Nathan B Blumberg One Party Press? Coceroge of the
1952 Presidential Campaign in 35 Dmly Newspapers (Lancoln Neb
1954) Edwin Emery and Henry L. Smuth The Press in America
(Englewood Cliffs 1954) pp 714 f Arthur Edward Rowse Slanted
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News A Case Study of the Nixon and Stevenson Fund Stones (Bos
ton 1957)

84 Editor and Publisher, October 31 1965 p 5

65 See for an example on the local level Dahl Who Governs?
pp 77 256-267

66 A. ] Licbling with charactenstic pungency puts the prop-
ossion this way “With the years the quantity of news m newspapers
35 bound to dmninish from 1ts present low The propnetor as Chair
man of the Board, will increasingly often say that he would lke to
spend 75 cents now and then on news coverage but that he must
be farr to Ius shareholders ™ The Press (New York, 1961) p 5

67 Bernard C Cohen in The Press and Foreign Policy (Prince
ton, 1963) presents figures from a varety of sources on forergn affawrs
news (Chapter 4) His conclusion “The volume of coverage 1s low”

68 Followmng 1s an example atypical but Wluminating of thus
aunlessness at work Former House Speaker Joseph Martn m his
memous describes the appearance of an editonal puldly entical of
Presidential candidate Thomas E Dewey m Martins own newspaper
(Martn was editor and publisher) on the day of Deweys armval m
Martins hometown during the 1948 campamgn “Behind all this fuss
was a very sumple explanation. Having a small staff the Eveming
Chronicle bought ‘bodlerpl ditorsals prepared by a synd The
day of Dewey s wisit, the editonal m question happened to be on top
of the ple and a man m the composing room slapped 1t mto the
paper Ironically he was one of the most ardent Dewey supporters
m North Attleboro As for myself I mever read the editoral untif at
was well on its way to fame " Joseph W Martm, Jr My First Fifty
Years in Politles as told to Robert ] Donovan (New York, 1960) pp
196-197

69 See Richard Rovere Semator Joe McCarthy (New York,
1059) pp 137 162~169

70 See Frank Luther Mott The News in America (Cambndge
Mass 1952) p 110 and Emery and Smith, The Press in Amenca
Pp 5418

71 See Wilkam L. Rivers “The Correspondents After 25 Years
Columbia Journalism Review 1 {Spring 1962) On p 5 be says “In
1960 57 per cent of the daly newspapers reportmng to the Editor
and Publisher poll supported Nuon, and 16 per cent supported
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hennedy In contrast there are more than three tmes 2s many
Democrats as there are Republicans among the Washington news
Ppaper correspondents shghtlv more than 32 per cent are Democrats
and fewer than 10 per cent are Republicans More than 55 per
cent of the d for papers consider themselves lib-
erals 269 per cent consider themselves conservatives ™

72 See White The Making of the President 1960 pp 333-338
On Bary Goldwaters press relations see Charles Mohr “Requiem
For a Lightweight ™ Esquire {August 1965) 67-71 121-122

73 See the findings previously cited 1n footnotes 63 64 70

74 Elmo Roper has observed that On the cvil nghts issue
[1n 1948) Mr Dewey draws the support of voters favonng exactly
opposite things and more than that each side thinks Dewey agrees
with them ” Bone Amenican Folitics and the Farty System p 447

75 This paragraph summanzes the major findings of research
ers on what has come to be called the “two-step flow” of wforma
tion. See Ebhu Katz and Paul F Lazarsfeld, Personal Influence
(Glencoe 1955)

76 Key Public Opinion and Amencan Democracy p 453

77 An example would be mn instances where candidates were
not known to voters before the campaign and where they ran with
out benefit of party labels as in local nonpartisan elections See
Charles R Adnan, “Some General Charactensstics of Nompartisan
Elections ” American Pohtical Science Retdew 46 (September 1952)
768-776 Charles E Gilbert and Chnstopher Clague “Electoral Com
petiion and Electoral Systems m Large Cities * The Journal of Politics
24 (May 1902) 323-319 especually p 344

78 Campbell, et al The Amencan Voter pp 58 530

79 Amencan Insttute of Public Opimon Survey released Oc
tober 18 1964 For other examples see Nelson W Polsby Congress
and the Presidency (Englewood Chfis 1964) p 26
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The Nominating
Process

NATKDNAL PARTY

are 3} g to casual
observers both foreign and domestic The tumult and the shout

g the threats and bargans the clamms and counter clains seem
so confusing that it 15 temptng to say the events make httle
sense It 15, therefore worthwhile to show that a great many con
vention practices and events can be related to basic rules and
curcumstances of Amencan poliics The observer who under
stands for example that parties generally look for a winner and
that primanies platforms and demonstrations may petform un
portant functions in communicating the strength of the various
candidates 15 1 a much better position to appreciate what 15
happening than the person who attends only to the surface nowse
In our view the patterns of events at national conventions are
Yargely a product of three factors the goals of the pohtiians
who do busmess there the dispanty between the mformation
these pobihcians need 1n order to pursue therr goals and the m
formation at their disposal and their power relationships After
a bnef exposition of these factors 1t will be possible for us to ac
count for the strategies of the participants as they go about mak
g the crucial choices which help determme the final outcomes

69
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STRATEGIC CONSIDI'RATIONS

Gools

The delegates to national party conventions are selected state
by state in conventions or pnmanes or by a combinanion of the
two methods * They rep the of that ate
slightly different in their legal requirements and pobtical over
tones in each of the states the District of Columbia and the
temtones-—~all of which send delegations to both party conven
tons But when delegates armve at the convenbion they enter
into a socaal system in which their roles are reasonably regular
ized Not surprisingly they try to behne in a way that will
manmize their political power The ravonal dice player will
place his bets m accordance with Tus chances of winnmng under
the rules of the game he 1s playing Similarly the “rational” dele-

gate will be expected to be bly well inf d about how
Ius behavior affects hs chances of achieving his goals and will
behave d with his anf hus posihon 10 the

game and the goals he 1s intent upon achieving

American nahonal parbies are loose federations of independ
ent state parties rep: ing hat differcnt comb of

cthme relig 1 and other There

fore the great search at most conventions 1s for “The Man Who
Can Wi for without hope of victory over the years there
would be hittle reason for a heterogeneous party to stay together
Even if the parties were far more cohemive than they are today
they still could not disregard the need to get snto office now and
then by nommating a popular candsdate

The deswe to a winner 15 widespread but 1t 15 not
equally distnbuted among delegates It 1s weaker among dele
gates with deep and mtense pohicy commitments and stronger
among those who are not so fercely commutted to speaific poh
cies Smce state parhes represent vanous mterests and hve some
what dwerse lives we find that they dddfer w the nature and
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mtensity of thesr policy preferences Within the Democratic party
for example outside of the South, “Those states n which a power
ful D tic party org: predated Franklm Roosevelt
tend to be moderate those states i which the local Democratic
party 15 a creation of the New Deal and of orgamzed labor m
politics tend to be the hberals "3 Ideological dwisions are even
more pronounced withm the Republican party Certamn states
consistently vote for conservative candidates “Of the 23 states
that supported Taft i 1952 only one North Dakota faled to
cast a majonty of its votes for Goldwater twelve years later”
Along another dimension the deswre to nommate a winner 1s
strongest among delegates from states with a lugh degree of
party competition or where the party 1s weak Both of these
groups of delegates need a popular candidate m close states to
mcrease their vote, and in states where the party 15 weak to
‘bring them some patronage On the other hand, winners are least
needed m areas where the party 15 overwhelmmgly dommnant

such as the South m the case of the Democrats where local for
tunes will to be good regardl

of what happens 1n the
pational election But the one party areas have long smce ceased
to control the conventions and competition seems to be growing
1n many formerly one party areas 5

Capitalizmg on the und a
winner didates seek to d that they can win and
others cannot Candidates aite polls and make complicated elec
toral analyses 1 order to convince delegates on this pomnt. Fre
quently there appear to be several strong candidates and dis
agreements about which one 1s the most probable wmner often
take place because the delegates have private preferences and
lack enough mformation about what the voters are likely to do

Politrcians seek to mamtamn or ncrease thewr own political
power In order to do so most of them feel that they must in
general the p 1 vote for candidates whom they
sponsor The more Jeaders who agree on a candidate and the
more mterest groups and state party organizations that are work

dable deswme to

|
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ing for his election the greater are the chinces that he will
win office and provide those politicians who supported him with
access to pohtical power Party unity therefore is perecived by
politicians as an important presequisite to the achievement of
victory Unless party leaders achicve a consensus among them
sclves the chances are diminished that they will be able to elect
a President Parties tend as 2 result to nomenate candidates who
at the Ieast arc not obnoxious to and ideally are attractive to
as many interest groups and state party leaders as possible? If
winning becomes less important or ideology more important, or
both the incentive to find a candidate with broad appeal wall
decline
The members of each party may love their party on & sentt
mental basis But do they love one another? The convention tests
party unity by determining whether the disparate clements which
make up cach party can agree on one man to represent them—
a man who cannot possibly be equally attractive to all of them
Party unity may aid in securing victory and this provides an
centive for keeping all the factions under the same party um
brelln But the differences among delegates may be so great that
1o one 15 quite sure whether they can agree The much maligned
party platform 1s exceedingly mmportant 1 this regard not so
much for what 1t makes exphcst but for the fact that 1t 15 wntten
at all The platform tests and commumcates the ability of the
many party factions to agree on something even if on some
crucial points major differences have to be papered over ®
One of the important estimates which rwval party leaders must
make 1s how far they can go in attamung their preferences with
aut comgpletely alientting, some faction resultmg i ats wath
drawal from the convention This mformation may not be avail
able unti] party factions begin to bargam at the convention
Delegates not only want to unify the party around a probable
winner they also want to make certamn that they have a claim
on lum so that he will der therr req f: bly Thus
they seck either a candidate who 15 known to be friendly to them
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whose policy views tend to comade with thewrs, or who will be
indebted to them because they have provided support toward hus
nommation Jun Farleys famous Lst estabhshing pronbes for
distrbuting p ge—FRBC {For R 1t Before Chicago)
—llustrates ths pomt It helps to explam the rush to get on the
bandwagon by delegates who wish access to the winnng cands
date But more than one bandwagon may appear to be m the
making and delegates and thewr pohitical leaders may have diffi
culty decrding when the best time 15 to make the jump and gam
the greatest bargaming ad ges for themsel

It must never be forgotten that delegates come from state
parbies with mternal hves of therr own The delegates spend over
1400 days every four years as members of therr state parties and
less than a week at the national convention To commut acts at
the convention—supporting a candid popular m that state
msisting on 2 umt rule for delegation voting agamnst the intense
opposttion of a strong mmonty—which would lead to years of

butter nternal nvalry would be unwise Yet 1t 1s not always pos
sible to avord mistakes Del

1.

may who will run
well m thewr state and provide a “coattail effect” Sometimes
nonunees run better i states which opposed them at the conven
tion than 1n those which gave them support® In any event, it 1s
clear that m order to interpret or preduct a states behavior one
may have to know 2 great deal about mternal party conditions
One of the first requ posed on any Presidental as
prrant 15 that he acquwe mformation on mternal party affaws
which may prove mndispensable to planning s strategy and may

enable hun to take advantage of or to avod dangerous patty
sphts

We have seen that some delegates have strong policy prefer
ences Negroes and Southerners may care deeply nbout racial
questions Union officials and industrial executives may be un
willing to support candidates presumed to be hostile to the inter
ests they represent Delegates from the Distnict of Columbra may
consider home rule to be of paramount importance while the men

g
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from Tennes ee may be adamant about public power There are
consistent hiberal and conservative blocs n both major parties
To some extent therefore wtense policy preferences may re
strict the actiens of delegates wha share them they may seek the
man who has the best chance of winning among those candidates
who meet thewr specifications an crucial pohicies

The major goal of the Presidential aspirant m the convention
18 to win the nommation but 1 addition he nghtly regards the
nommating conventian as the first part of the elechion campaygn
This means that even while prospective candidates are belabor
mg one another in an atterpt to get the norunation they must
grve due consideration to the pecessity for party umty m case
they win There are several wavs m which this party umty 15
achieved Ome device avadable to the winger of a contested
nommaton 15 to select the disappomted Presdential aspirant
with the second most votes m the convention as a Vice Prest
dential normnee as hennedy selected Lyndon Johnson m 1960

Incumbent Presdents and other obvious chowces such as
Rychard Nixon 1m 1960 are m a better posttion to treat the con
vention as the openmg gun of thewr campagn They can par
tinpate wholeheartedly m the party ntuals the speech making
mforma socal gathenngs and the self congratulavion that give
the party faithful at the convention a sense of wdentity and
mssion nd project over television an image of umty purpose
and togetherness Such also can pulate the party
platiorm to offset their real or wmagined weskmesses with the

it and to capitahize on thew gths In ted con

ventions the platform must be negotiated among rep s
of the leading contenders and major segments of the partv and
s0 1t 15 less easy to wnite a platform that the eventual winer can
comfortably campaign on

Thus we can describe quekly the major goals of most dele
gates to national conventions They want to gawt power to nom
nate a man who can wan the elechion to umfy the party to obtan
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ng on the M, pi Freedom D tic Party challenge to

14

the Mississippr delegation by scating the Jatter but allowing the
former the status of obscrvers 12

Uncertainty

It 1s far easier to describe goals than to attain them The
attainment of cach particspants goal requires a great deal of
mformation about the future What will tne clectorate do at the
polls months after the convention? Wha will other delegates to
the convention support and for how long? What will be the effect
of fmtial declarations and switches of support on other delegates?
What bargains can a particular candidate make? What will be
the q of the for ones state party?

Answers to these and other questions about pre convention
and convention events are charactenstically dificult to obtamn and
uncertam at best There are good reasons for this The answers
depend first on national and world conditions which we have
Dot learned how to predict—war, depression 1nfl To pick
an ple the candidate who appears likely to wm
m peacetime may not be able to command the support of the
electorate during open warfare unless he happens to be the
cumbent President Second the answers depend on a complex
series of events mvolving the actions reactions and intentions of
others To obtamn a claim on the wmner a delegate (or delega
tion) often must contnbute to his support at the convenaon by
guessing who will win 10 time to “get on the bandwagon ” But 2
delegation s estimate of who will win may be determumed 1n part
at least, by the estimate 1t makes about what other delegations
are going to do And therr behavior 1 tum may be mBuenced
by what stull others do or say they are gomg to do This situation
may result m a self fulfilling prophecy where a delegationss esti
mate of who 1s most likely to win leads to actions which influence
others mn the same direction and confirms 1ts ongtnal expectation
A third dufficulty 1n acquiring the necessary wformation results
because delegates are required not merely to predict an isolated
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set of occurrences (although this would be difficult enough) but
to gauge the outcome of complex chams of events 1 nominee A
recetves support from delegation B and wins decisively m pn
mary G then he will be 11t a position to bargam with delegation
D and to use this leverage to gam support from party Jeader E
which m turn will lead to the possibility of heading off rival
nominee F and so on

There are some potentially rehable sources of mformation—
primanes polls balloting on procedural motions or on the plat
form successive nommatmg ballots shifts by key delegations—
which are avidly observed But these pubhcly avarlable mndicators
of what rmight happen n the future do not necessanily have mean
ing m themselves they are given meaning by mterested observers
Unless the significance attributed to the mdicators 15 widely
shared and clear beyond any doubt so that one overwhelming
favonte emerges the delegate 1s stll left with the troublesome
problem of mterpretation

Many of the standard imdicators may be perceived to be am
biguous Did Senator John F kennedy emerge from the 1960
Wisconsin primary with a margin of only 100000 votes or did
he win by the substantial margin of 100 0007 13 Perceptions (and
hence interpretations) of identical mdicators may vary widely
depending on the delegates predispositions or on the amount
of remnforcement or counter mterpretation to which he 1s sub
jected Unless a delegates P of events des with
those made by others hus predictions and the actions based on

them may be mvahdated Atbest the delegates swim 1 a sea of
uncertainty

The behef of delegates about what 15 happening determnes
the premises of many decisions One Teport on this subject was
made by Colonel Jack Arvey who led the forces m Ilinois which

wanted to draft Adla: S 1 the 1952 D 1¢ Conven
tion

Cook County Charman Joe Gill and I were having dinner
when one of our ward commtteemen came Tunmng over
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to tell us an important roll call vote was under way on the
seating of Virginia Gilf and I humied back into the hall
Mlinots had already beea recorded 45-15 agunst seatmg Vie
gnia It suddenly dawned on us what was happening The
strategy of the hefauver backers and the Northern Liberal bloc
was to &y and male impossible demands an the Southern dele
gates so that they would walk out of the Convention. If the
total Convention vote was thus cut down by the walkowt of
delegates who would ncver vote for efauver then the Teanes
see Senator would have a better chance of winning the nomina
tion Our Hlnofs delegation quickly huddled and then changed
aur vate to 52~8 in favor of seating V) 23
The eight opposed included Senmator Douglas and other
backers of hefauver 14
Now whether or nat Arvey correctly guessed the strategy of the
Refauver forces this anecdate provides a vivid prcture of the
premuses an which the action of the Stevenson group was based

Power
A relatwvely fow pacty leaders cantral the decusions of a large
prop of the delegates to t Del to national

conventons are chosen after all as representatu es of the several
state party org; ding to a formula
la:id down by action of prevwns pational conventions While it 15
true that official decisions are made by a majonity vote of dele
gates Amenican party organizations are centralized at state and
local levels This means that such bierarchical controls as actually
exist on the state and local level wall assert themselves in the
national comvention Smnce the probsbilines are faly good that
both majpor partes at any ghven hime will have sueceeded
electing a substantial number of Governors and Mayors of 1m
portant cibes the chances are also fauly good that a substantial
pumber of deleg: will be lled b hically  Some
states of course may be badly spht with no one holdmg the
Jever to much more than fus own vote 1S

And there are also cases when effective leadership 1s exereised
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by men who are not the highest elected officrals In 1936 for
example 1t was quite clear that party leader Carmine DeSapio
had more to say about what the New York delegation did than
did Governor Averell Harnman Leadership 1n the state organ
1zation may belong to a M a Cong
a coalition of county officals or an elder statesman

The power of elected leaders over therr state party orgamza
tions vanes as well Governor Dewey was able to wicld virtually
absolute control over the New York Republican delegation when
he was m office 1% Other Governors may be able to throw thewr
votes to certamn candrdates but not to others because the delegates
would not permit 1t The delegation may agree to stick wath 1ts
leader for a specified number of ballots and no further Then
mternal bargaimng may take place with the Governor acting as
first among equals but no more than that The desire to max
mize the delegation s bargammg power by mantaming 2 united

position may cause a Governor to make concessions to some of
us delegates

Barnng troph ts—d
President s power 15

P P war scandal—the
most certamly strong enough to assure him
of renommation within the humts mposed by the Anti Thurd
Term (the 22nd) Amendment to the Constitution This 1s not
merely because s 15 the greatest most wisible office 1 the land
with all sorts of patronage and other controls over potential dele

gates There 15 1 addion the fact that hus party can hardly
hope to win by repudiatmg hum To refuse hum
would most pol feel be t: to

bankruptey or meptitude i

The Presidential power over mational conventions has his
toncally extended to (1) the night to renommation or to desig
nate the party effectively d m n of the
Tuneteen conventrons since the Civil War mn which the President
wmterested hunself m the outcome (2) the power to dictate the
party platform (3) the power to designate the officers of the
convention (4) the power to select many delegates—especually

the nommnation
£, Vtiaal
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potent in the case of Republican delegations from the one party
Democratic South where Republican Presidents until the pas
sage of the Hatch Act drew upon a corporal s guard of Federal
patronage appontees to man this sizable convention bloc

he ! di Lmiting Presidents to two
terms may eventually change the power of a two-term incumbent
radically but we doubt it The party still must run on the Pres:
dential record and the outgoing President sbll seems Lkely to
control the manigement of the convention Before President
Roosevelt broke the two term tradition outgowng Presidents con
trolled conventions even when no one expected them to run
agan: And President Truman was also very mfluential m 1952
when he was not a candidate for re election’

In the absence of hierarchical control by an incumbent Pres:
dent decision making at conventions 1s ordinanly coordinated by
a process of barganing wmong party leaders We think of bar
gainng as a method by which activities re coordmated 1 situa
tions where controls b Jividuals approach equalty
where no leader by humself can fully dommnate another Each
leader represents a state party or faction within a state which 15
independently organized and not subject to control by outsiders
In the presence of disagreement and the absence of coercion
leaders must persuade one another compromse and form coah
tons if they are to gan sullicient support to carry the day Al
though the leaders may differ m thewr preferences among pos
sible candidates they believe that particapatmg 1 the bargaming
process will aid them m achieving their goals and wform them
of the goals and tactics of others which in turn may help them
attaming their goals

Prerequisites to bargainng may be summanzed as (1) no
hierarchical controls (2) depend of barg: (3)
disagreement among bargamers and (4) etpectation of gamn
When the President 1s of the opposite party or chooses not to
mtervene the convention becomes a bargamming system because
no political leader besides the President 1s 1n a position to control
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the national comention by himself The snterdcpendence of
party leaders may be established by reference to the custom of
Amenican democracy which allows the voters to replace the
elected officials of one party with those of another at general
elections In order to mobilize enough matonwide support to
elect a President party leaders from o large number of con
stituencies must be satisfied wath the nommee Without agree
ment on a nomnee none of them is Iikely to enjoy access to the
eventual President hence party leaders are interdependent and
expeet to gan from the outcome of the bargamn Because of the
different amounts of access to different asp which deleg:
carry with them into the convention the preferences of delegates
are likely mally to disagree® Most politicians believe that
bargaimng 1s y and not dish ble By challenging the
moral basis of this belief Senator Goldwater took the position
1n 1964 that the gamn. to be expected by bargaming were greatly
outweghed by the loss of :deological punty and by

PBE CONVENTION STRATEGIES

The selection of a Prenidential nomnee 1s the business which
dominates the convention From this it follows that decisions
preceding the Pressdential nommttion are important or umm
portant largely depending upon their mmplications for the Presi
dential nommation Decsions not taken unammously which pre
cede the Prcsidential nommation m the convention are almost
always tests of strength between party factions divided as to the
Presidential nomunatton These decisions are usually more 1m
portant for the wformation they commumcate on the strength
of the candidates than for thewr actual content @

Perhaps the frst shrategie deaison facng an wvowed copda
date 15 whether to attempt to become 2 front runner by entering
prumanes barostormng the country and publicly seeking support
at state conventions The advantage of this strategy 1s that a
candidate may build up such a commanding lead {or appear to
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do s0) that no one will be able (or will try) to stop hum at the
national convention The disadvantage is that an open campaign
may reveal his inability to acquire support or may lead other
candidates to band together m order to stop him Adoption of
this positron depends for its success then, upon the front runners
ability to predict accurately both how he will fare compared to
others in open competittion and what others wall be able to do
when they discover s lead He may for example try to an
tcipate whether his actvity will simulate a coalition of op
ponents who are otherwise unlikely to get together If such a
coalition seems hkely the candidate may issue communications
playing down the extent of his support But this tactic may dis
courage new supporters who would have been attracted by a
display of strength Candidates can never be entirely certam that
they are stnking the nght balnce between reticence and ag
gressiveness which may explam why unabashed attempts to use
bandwagon or dark horse m relativel; diluted form
are quute common

The dark horse 15 an avowed candidate who avords primanes
and much open paigning Like Stuart Symmgton m 1960 or
Richard Nixon m 1964 he 1s content to be everyones friend and
no ones enemy ° As Abraham Lincoln wrote to a supporter 1
1860 deseribing Ius dark horse strategy “My name 1s new m the
field and I suppose I am not the first choice of a very great many
Our policy then 1s to give no offense to others—leave them m 4
mood to come to us if they shall be compelled to give up therr
first love  * The strategy of the dark horse 1s to combue with
others to oppose every front runner His hope 1s that when no
front runner 1s left he will appear as the man who can umidy the
party by being acceptable to all and obnoxious to none The
dangers the dark horse faces are that he vl enter the convention
with too little support to make a strong bid or that some other
dark horse will prove preferable How much support is enough
to make a serious bid but not enough to be shot at as a front
runner? How far behind the front runner can a candidate perrmt
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hunself to get without becommg entirely lost from sight? Eather
an intwtive ability to guess or an exceedmgly accurate apparatus
for collecting mformation on the present strength of candidates
as well as on the likely effect of different levels of strength on

other delegates, mu.t be part of the serous dark horses equip-
ment

Primarses

Prumanes are inportant largely because the results represent
an ostensibly objective mndication of whether a candidate can
win the elechon The contestants stand to gan or lose far more
than the small number of delegate votes which may be at stake
Thus a man situated as was Richard Nixon mn 1960 would be all
advised to enter a pnmary unless the mformation at his disposal
led hum to beleve that he was quite certain to win Ths stricture
apphes with special force to any candidate who 1s well ahead
m delegate support All he can gamn 15 a few addibonal votes
while he can lose his existing support by a bad showing in the
pnmary since this would be interpreted as meaning that he could
not win 1 the election The candidate who 1s far belund or who
has to severe bandicaps t has hitle or nothung
to lose by entering a nsky pnmary If he wins he has demon
strated hus populanty 1f he loses he 1s hardly worse off than if he
had not entered the pnmary at all Such was the case when
John T’ Kennedy quieted the apprehensions of Democratic pols
ticians about the religious 1ssue by winning m Protestant West
Viugmna 2 Goldwater needed a primary victory mn Califorma to
show uncommitted delegates that he had voter appeal even
though at the start of the primary campargns he had been a
T didate He d the nisk of Josing the nomna
tion af he Jost the primary because lus need for proof of popu
lanty to get the votes necessary for nomuation outweighed his
fear of the possibility of losing the primary contest 2 The man
whao 15 shead needs more certam nformation about how primane
are Iikely to turn out because he takes the greater nsk
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The man who 1s behund 1n securing convention support or
whose abibty to win 15 1n doubt engages n strategres of entice
ment in which he issues sren calls mviting the leading contenders
mto a prmary He suggests that they are cowardly lacking n
fighting spint afraid to face the pubhc. By lurng them mto a
pnimary he hopes to deal a severe blow to their chances and
thereby boost lus own In order to avord this trap 1t may be

y for candidates to publ therr disdam for primanes
to specify 1n advance all the reasons why such a contest would be
unnecessary, unfawr and a waste of time The candidate who finds
humself in a primary (and washes to live and fight agamn another
day) does well to have alibis ready to explam away seemngly
disadvantageous results

In a pnmary in which there are many contenders a defeated
candidate may attempt to gamn advantage from what may be re
garded as an ambiguous result by clummng that the man who
actually won was alhed to him ideologically The results may
then be viewed as a victory for the 1deology rather than defeat
for the candidate After La Follette had won an ovenvhelming
victory in the 1912 Republican primary mn North Dalota Theo
dore R It issued a2 “cl g an progres
sive victory ™ He even went beyond this to count the La Yollette
delegation as part of the Roosevelt camp once it had cast 1
comphmentary vote for La Follette 2 In the same way Rocke
feller supporters 1n 1964 hailed the New Hampshire Republican
primary, which was won by Henry Cabot Lodge 2s a defeat for
Goldwater and a wictory for the mod wing of the Republ.

One strategy for pnmanes the wnte m offers the manmum
possibility of gam with the muumum possibility of loss If a
candidate gets virtually no votes he can easily explamn this by
saying that he did not campaign and that 1t is dufficult for people
to wnte m names If he recenves over 10 per cent of the vote he
can hal this as a tremendous wictory under the crrcumstances
In Nebraska in 1964 Nuxon recerved 353 of the vote as a wnte-in
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1 the primary and 1t was “clumed that Nebraskans have norm
nated the next Republ! didate for President a clam
that was forgotten after the Nixon debacle in Oregon just three
days later " 2°
If & candidate should win he can build 1t up to the sky,

stressing the extraordmary populanty required to get people to
g0 to all the trouble of writing 1 a name " But the man wha 1s
behund cannot rest content with being able to explain away a poor
showmg he must win to establish lumself as a contender The
strategy of the wmte m, quently 15 most ble to the
man who 15 ahead and hopes to soldify lus posiion while mm

mizing his nisks

The foregowg discussion should help us to understand why
those who win primarnes sometmes do not win the nommation
Part of the reason 15 that there are not many pnmanes and not
all of those actually commut delegates to vote for a candidate Of
greater sigmficance however, 1s the fact that primary actvaty
15 often (though by no means always} a sign that a candidate has
great obstacles to overcome and must win many prnimanes m
order 10 be considered for the nommation at all The mmage
ted to political prof Is by a few pnmary wi¢
tonies unless they are overwhelming may be less that of the

conquering hero than that of the drowning man clutching at the
last straw

Thus entenng and winmng primaries may be of httle value
unless the results are widely wnterpreted 1n such a way as to
mprove a candidates chances The contestant who “loses” but
does better than expected may reap greater advantage from a
primary than the one who wins but falls below expectations
It 15 theref Iy to the ad of a candidate to
hold Ius clams down to muumum proportwns hennedy tried
1n 1960 to follow this advice m Wisconsin—he clarmed Humphrey
had been Wisconsms third Senator—but the press radio and
TV took note of his ext and of f; b

polls and i advance pmned the winner by a landshde fabel on
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facts about the New York Democratic party orgamzaton fo
people throughout the country The respanse encouraged a

follow up pamphlet which p I without the New
York gubemnlonal vote in cvery county since 1916 It was i
tended to be imp testimony of FDRs vote-getting ability

When many people wrote back expressing an mterest in FDRs
candidacy offerng suggcs!mns or just saymg “thanks” Farley
replied wath a and end d to keep up
the contact !hrough further lcuers phone calls and even 2
phonograph record Later 1 1931 Farley tovk a tnp through
the West ostensibly to visit the Ells Convention m Seattle but
actually to contact over 1 000 party leaders m all but three states
west of the Mussissippt Upon his return, every one of Farleys
contacts recetved a personal letter 3°

The well-otganized candidates contact the delegates person
ally or through close associates They may show a winning per
sonality make unphed promses of good things to come discuss
or avoid controversial 1ssues of special importance to the Jocality
as seems best calculated to merease thewr support If a favorable
public opnson poll 15 handy or can be arranged this will often
be aited to substantiate the clams of victory which must be
made to convey the mpression that it would be a good 1dea to
clumb on the bandwagon More than one can play at this game
however and “pollsmanship” is becoming a common art whose
practitioners know how to secure the deswed ympression and
blunt harmful ones There ate good reasons to suppose that the
number of polls taken exceeds the number made public since
sametimes the news they disclose disappomnts the candidate who
pad for them

AT THE CONVENTION

The national convention 15 2 mass meetmng m which the
participants necessanily play widely varymng and unequal soles
The candwdates and their chief supporters are busdly perhaps
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frantically perfectng their orgamization and tryng to mnfluence
as many delegates as they can The leaders of “bossed” or
“pledged” delegations are exther actively supporting their cands
date or negotating for the disposal of the votes they command
wathm the lunts of discretion which their delegation places on
them These are the men who conduct negotiations among the
delegations when an umpasse develops There are also factional
leaders and independent delegates withm state delegations who
play an important part m determming what thewr delegation or
a part of their delegation will do They bargan within thewr
delegation rather than among the varnous state delegations The
ordmary delegate however whose vote may have been pledged
1 a primary or who 1s controlled by others may have httle to do
He stands and waits important only if the nommation becomes
closely contested and cireumstances operate to release him from
pror commitments and the control of hus state party orgamization.
Only then will he be assiduously wooed occupyng a place m
the scheme of thmgs much like the mdependent delegates In
settng the stage for the ballotng therefore we will deal first
with the didates and therr org

party “bosses” and leaders of large delegations independent

legates and state factional lead d then with the rank
and file delegates

Candudates and Thewr Orgamizations
There1s an dinan]

wide dwvergence among candid
orgamizations They range from the comprehensive mtegrated
and superbly effective to the fragmented uncoordmated and
wvirtually nonenstent We can only suggest the range of organiza
tional accomplishment through some general comment and a few
examples

In 1960 Senator John F Kennedy wanted a commumications
network which woald provide hum with a contmumg and accu
rate stream of wital information ! He wanted detailed personal
mformation about as many delegates as possible 1n order to know
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org tons est of therr deleg gth was proven
correct withuin a one vote margin

The danger of confusion and mushap 1s multiphed during the
balloting because the consention floor 1s filled and st 15 duieult
to move about freely The Rennedy orgamization arranged for
telepl ones on the convention floor Six telephones were set up
benenth the seats of ch of friendly deleg; who were
seated around the gigantic convention hall These phones were
connected to the hennedy headquarters outside the hall Inside
the headquarters smﬂ members sat near the telephone and

d several tel sets to look for possible

defections Had the telephones faled to work (they were pre
tested) walkee talkie radios were available to take their place ¥

By companson with the kennedy eﬂom most of the argamm
tions which have su full. d Presidential d
m Amencan history have been uncoordinated, dufuse affaus
For example m 1952 none of the vanous fachons i the Demo
cratic party that favered the nommation of Adla: Stevenson had
the wholehearted coop of therr candidate nformation
gathering was casual tactical maneuvers were m some cases hit
upon acerdentally or as afterthoughts The factions working for

the did not coop with one another to
a ssgmficant degree and in fact squabbled among themselves on
Yet S was d his success came about

because he was the second choice of an overwhelmmg pumber
of delegates who could not agree on any of thewr first choices
and the first choice of a sigmficant number of leaders 1 spite
of hus dismclmation to pursue the nomuation in an orgamzed
fashion 3

Delegates

We can wdentify two categorses of delegation actvists (1)
party bosses and state leaders who control many votes other than
their own and who participate 1n high level negotiations on the
disposition of these votes and (2) delegates of mdependent
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standing who may control only their own votes or those of a
faction within their home state but who because of their special
skills at negotiation and manewver or because of ther high
personal prestige or sunply because of the open and unbossed
character of their state delegation play significant roles at the
convention From thus latter group are drawn the delegates who
man the key sub and on the platform and
on credentials and they often have a real voice 1n determining
the vote of their delegation

The roles of these activists may be contrasted with the activy
ties of rank and fille bers of bossed deleg deleg
pledged by pnmary law or mn the hands of local and state party
leaders It 1s not uncommon for large state delegations to spht
their votes mnto halves or thirds so as to enable a large number
of the party faithful to make the trip to the convention aty
but these votes are not often idependently cast E 1
party leaders of the large deleg d the disp
of these votes The delegates who i a formal sense hold the
votes are thus Jeft wath httle or no pobtical deaision making to
participate m They spend thexwr time mlling around and con
versug with one another Some delegates may sample the recrea
tonal faciliies of the convention aty Others may visit the

paign head of the candidates The more f
ones return home at least with something to talk about and per
haps a word from a famous television nevsscaster who could be
counted a celebnty But for the most part these delegates find
themselves crushed by the masses of people uncertam of whom
to speak to (especually before delegates badges are issued as
1dentification) and subject to rebuff Many of these delegates are
tmportant people back home but at the convention they often

feel Iike a httle fish in a big pond” and worry about therr status
mn the new environment '

As the convenhon provides an d
anxety so 1t also provides opportumities for adjustment Anziety
induced by strangeness of place can be mitigated but not crased

to
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adjourned 1 Twenty yours Iater ot another Republican Conven
tion Semator Bricker of Oluo 1shed Chatrman Joseph Martin for
& recess befare the shath ballot This would have given the Taft
and Dewey forces time to make o deal Partial to the Willke
cause however Martin refu ed the request and the ballotmg
continued ta be ended by victory for Willkie ™

Unless victory appears sssured it may be unwise for a cands
date to challenge a popular chitrman An alternate strategy f5 to
accept an unfavorable chairman but ta put forth a stream of
publicaty stressing the chairman s partiahty so that he feels under
continuons serubiny and miy beod over backward to avold
charges of favontism Nowadays however the usual practice 18
for regresentatives of the leading candidates to agree upon majer
personnel of the cunvcnhonu—l.cynnler\ permanent charman plat
form by neg well ahead of the
convention itself

Virtually any action cn take on added sipuficance of 1t 1e
veals Information hitherto univaable to all In the 1932 Demo-
crane Convenbion & Vot on seating a contested delegntion was
talen under conditions which freed many of the delegates frum
the umt mle This showed observers which delegations were
dlosely divided nformntion which imposison of the umt raly
had helped to nde 4°

Such apparently trvial matters as the date or the place m
which the convention meets may take on special meanmg if
those deaisions are beheved to affect the fortusies of candidates
The fact that the 1844 Demoeratic Conventior was defayed wiule
Van Burenss letter opposing the annexation of Tevas was having
1ty eflects was known at that time to be pm}udlaa! to his chances
Locating the 1628 D 1c Convention Texas
was widely interpreted as a move to mollfy people m the Sputh
and led to the conclusion that this was necessary because party
leaders mtended to nominate Al Smith

While candidates are being nomimited and dunng the ballat
wg 4 pastly sp targely pr d
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take place on the foor This raucous display 15 meant to let every
one know that a candidate has many loyal supporters Hopefully
a demonstration at a crucial moment might succeed m 1gmtng
the spark of ent} among the multitude of uncertam dele
gates But as supporters of Adla: Stevenson learned m 1960 this
has the possibility of working only when delegates are really
uncertam and vncommitted

Despite the fact that everyone seems aware of what 1s gomg
on the same old tricks are played at every convention Part of
the reason 1s that once this practice has begun unammous consent
15 necessary to ehmnate it otherwise the candidate who recerved
no ovation would be deemed to have no support or not enough
sense 1o sumulate 1t artifically Another part of the ratonale
behind demonstrations should be clear wrom our argument Relu
able mformation may be so scarce that despite all warnmngs
delegates may be swayed {as was the Repubhcan Convention
of 1840 that nominated Wendell Willkie) by the most immediate,
tangible evidence before them—the roar of the crowd

The Balloting

The one route to poliical power open to all delegates 1n the
convention 15 to contnbute to the majonty essential for the
Domination of the man they beheve will be the wmnner This
explains the so called “bandwagon” behavior which can be seen
m op at many When delegates beheve that
one Presidential aspirant 15 certam of nommation they will
attempt to record themselves as votng for that aspirant as qumekly
as possible Delegates commutted to a favonte son candidate wall
trade thewr votes for access {or what they hope will be access)
to the candidate they think most likely to win nommation Note
the differences m these two statements In the first delegates
Jnow which candidate will win and hope to ean his grautude
by votng for hum In the corollary delegates are less certamn of
the outcome hence therr commutment to an aspirant 15 more

costly for lam The prospective candidate 1n these
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often makes promites of accees ta delegates in retum for ther
support

An arpirant who feads In votes for the nomination must
actutlly win the nomination by a ecttain point in time or else
Bifs chances of eventually winning decline precipltously even
thouch he remains {n the lead temporarily This is true when
delegate support & given candidates beeauss of the expectation
of victory When this sictory falls shott of quick materlalization
delegates my question their fnitial judgment Thus the longer
a canthdate remains in the Jead wathout stasting a bandwagon
the greater the chance that his supporters will reassess his chances
of victary and vate for someane else In order to maximize access,
delegates prefer to support the e entual winner before be achieves
o majarity They ase thesefore guided by what they expect other
delegates 1o do ond are constantly on the alert to change thewr
expectations to conform to the Jatest information This informa
tion may be nothing more substantial than a rumor, which quickly
takes on the status of a sclf fulfilling prophecy a5 delegates

pede ln resp ta exy i quickly realized about
how other delegates will respond The strategies which a candh
date adopts depend thercfore, not anly on showing that he can
win but alsa on his position in the conentron The frant runner
must score an early victory or resign humself to defeat So long
as hie keeps gamning support na matter how slightly, he 15 stll
in confention because it §s mssumed that he may fave more
strength in reserve But the front runner who begwms to mandest
any dechine, or cven in some cases a levelnpoff 1 votes on
successive balots can expect to see uncommutted defegates con
clude that he has shat s bolt and begm to shift thewr support
ta more hapeful prospects

Cansidered as a source of information the balloting may be
viewed as fndicating not merely each candidates vote but also
whether he 15 moving up toward hope or down to despar One
strategry used m this 15 to “hide” a few
votes on early ballots by gring them to others and recluming
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them Iittle by httle so as to show a steady mncrease 2 0Ora
candidate may decide to bide his tme and delay malang Tus bud
In that case 2 weak mbal total of votes 15 not Iikely to be
commented upon beeause the front runner occupies the center of
attention Later 2 dark horse may occasion surpnse by s rapid
clmb and hope that most delegates will decide to hutch thexr
wagons to a rising star

Asprrants sometimes combme their votng strergth m the
convention 1 order to prevent a front runmng candidate from
gaming a majonty They will then negotiate the mommation
among themselves If the front runners victory promuses other
aspirants msufficient access they may defeat hum by preventing
a bandwagon m hus favor An apparently successful case of com
bining agamst the front runner occurred 1 1920 when Harry
Daugherty Hardings manager realizing that General Leonard
Wood had to be defeated to give Harding a chance offered to
lend Governor Lowden every vote he could spare untl the
Governor passed Wood 1n the balloting Then the alliance would

be termmated “Certainly you couldn t make a farer proposition ”
Lowden responded and the

2 was 44
The rational asprrant who leads but lacks a majonty wall
therefore promise access to leaders representing the requsite
number of votes 1f he believes that no bandwagon will appear
unshmulated The front runner may reasonably expect to win
without cost (that 15 without making such promuses) unless
leaders of opposing factions reach agreement on a ticket, and
appear likely to combine agamnst im Early front runners often
win nominations precasely because they face a divided opposition
The case of the Democrats 1n 1960 1s a perfect example of
this In the pr g Adla S mght
have cut 1to John Kennedys Liberal and labor support, had he
made humself available a5 2 candsdate Many party regulars from
the urban political machines and m particular ex President
Truman had no special lkmg for Kennedy, and Senatar Johnson
could draw on a rather substantial reservowr of strength from
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Southern delegations determined not to walk out even though
they knew they would nat approve of the civil rights plink of
the plitform

These graups could not get together and settle on a candidate
who wat maore satisfrctors to afl of them than the front runner
Senator hennedy Labor clewly swould accept no one to the
richt of hennedy the Southerners could abide nobody to the
1ft of i Adhi Stesenson was peshaps the leading eandidate
whose idealogical location pramunence in the party and puble
record could pass muster with these groups but he had ahenated
Truman and in any cave refuscd to go to work on his own behalf
And so hennedy s opposition stayed divided

The time may come when a front runner finds that he cannot
win wath his exusting support Then he bargains He may offer the
Vice-Presidential nomination to one or more leaders of important
states he may hint at cabinet posts patronage or preferred
treatment he may explore concessions on policy But this account
is 100 simple Before he can bargain the candidate must know
with whom to bargiin And among those delegations which
might be swayed must be found the ones amenable to what the
candidate can offer The r y of mai g an app
for obtaining this information is evident

If 2 candidate thinks he can win on his own he may be

1 to risk ficmng his amb by “mking a deal” to

combine against a front runner Yet 1f he hesitates too long he
may lose all This 15 apparently what happened to Thomas E
Dewcy in the 1840 Repubhen Convention As Senitor Arthur
Vapdenberg recorded it in Ius diary "I offered to fup a com
with Dewey to sce which side of the ticket each would take
Dewey never saw me agamn until the final voting But 1t was too
Inte He mussed the boat when he clung to his own first place
ambitions Between us we could have controlled the convention
af 1t had been done 1n the first instance ™ 44

The candidate who wishes to get support must show that he
already has some to begin with This 1s particularly the case
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when one contender 15 considering throwing s support to
another 1 order to assure the latters nommntion There would
be no pomt mn sacnficing ones chances favor of another
candrdate who would then not have gnough vates to wm This
luind of sitvation oceurred around the tme of the fiftieth ballot
at the 1924 Democratic Convention Al Smuth mnformed Senator
Oscar Underwood of Alabama that 1f two more Southern states
would give Underwood their support Smith would also give the
Senator his support ‘The Underw.ood forces accepted the offer
but they were unable to find other Southern states who would
support their candidate and so the scheme fell through **

The bargammg process itself may be an excellent source of
mformabon on what smportant delegates are likely to do under
a vanety of circumstances A sertes of probung actions may be
carried out to discover what these delegates want what they will
take what they will give 1n return Out of the negotiations which
are bemng camed on among leaders may emerge the begmnings
of a commonly held pctore of the shape of events to come

Bargains may be tacit rather than expheit made through in
termedianes rather than by principals Exactly what was promised
may not be entirely clear or may be distorted later on 1f this s
deemed advantageous The man who wishes to collect what he
believes to be hus due may have trouble securing effective guaran
tees Thomas Dewey never quite manifested the same under
standing that Charles Halleck did about an offer of the Vice
Presidency 1 return for support m the Republican Convention
of 19488 One delegate 1o the 1960 Democratic Convention told
reporters that he was the nineteenth person to be offered the
Vice-Presidency by the Kennedy forces Under the circumstances
ke allowed as how he would take cash

It 15 possible that much less comes out of the convention
terms of reward for support than 15 commonly supposed An
meoming President, for example may well decide to handle
P ge through the d pasty faction in a state rather
than suffer the disabilities of supporting a weak dissident faction
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t;m helped himatn Nevertheless 1f del s belicve
that rewards are hlely to follow support ns many sppasent]
do their actions will conform to thispbz;m{ Y PRy

One by one the leading candidates try thewr luck Timung is
of the essence Each candidate secks the strategic moment to
push his candidacy A miscaleul adeaision perhaps to move
ahead before suffesent support is available for the final push
may prove fatal to a canthdate s chances In a closely contested
convention the prize may go to the cindidate who possesses
suficaent wnf about the § of others to male the
successful move

Whispering, campaigns are begun saying "Candidate X 1
certam {0 win get on the bandwagon while soun stll have 2
chance ” Rumors appear that a crucial delegation will swing to
agp ! didate The balloting may remam substantially
unchanged and reveal no secrets It 1s diffienlt o know what to
believe No mass meeting of thousands of delegates can hope to
find out who 15 acceptable to most of them It 1s up to the leaders
ta take over

In the absence of quick agreement at the convention the

and ady ts pwve party leaders tme to
meet and see if a candudate can be found who can recewve a
majonity of votes Generally the most importint leaders are
Goverpors who evercise considerable mfluence 1 thexr state and
may be able to control the votes of s delegates Natiomal
state ch elder and C

may be among those who attend This 1s the “smoke-flled room”
of convention lore Its patticipants try to worh out an agreement
which will meet their desires But they are severely himuted i
thewr chowce by therr esumate of what the people will accept at
the polls and what the other delegates will stand for ‘The leaders
are men of ndependent nfl and diffe and
there may be only a linuted range of agreement among them

Lattle 15 known about negotiations among party leaders at
consentions But what we do know suggests that the essential
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tnick 1s to convince others that ones preferred view of what will
happen or must happen 15 the correct one This 15 apparently
what took place 1n the 1820 Repubhcan Convention when Harry
Daugherty succeeded mn convinemg; party Tenders thata c}eadluck
was wevitable and that only Harding could breah it M uch the
same kind of thing occurred m 1844 when Gideon Pallow and
George Bancroft spread the word that Cass Calhoun or Van
Buren could not possibly win but that Polk would carry the
dﬂy 47

In order to break a deadlock, it 1s ¥ to some
delegates that the candidate they prefer cannot wimn and that
they would be well adwised to switch to a man who can The
leaders at the 1920 Republ C decrded to commu
meate this pomt convineingly by calling for several additional
ballots durng which nothing changed 48 Thus also helped to assure
losing party fachions that thewr candidates had had a fair chance
At the 1924 D C h , whach went to
103 ballots the lengthy voting app ly did not
the hopelessness of therr cause to the leadng candidates Not
only did patability and block bargamnmg but
short lived booms kept amsing an indication that the delegates
shared no common view of future events* The shock to loyal
party members was so great that John Nance Garner chose to
submerge his own chances and throw the 1932 convention to

Frankhn Roosevelt rather than nsk another agomzmg stale
mate %

The Vice Presidential Nominee

When the convention finally selects its Presidential cancidate
1t turns to the antichmactic task of finding a runming mate Vice
Pressdential nominees are chosen to help the party achieve the
Presidency Party nommees for President and Vice President
always appear on the ballot together and are elected together
Since 1804 2 vote for one has always been a vote for the other

The Vice President occupies a post m the legislative branch
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of the government wiuch 15 mostly hononfic and Ins powers and
activibies i the executrve branch are determined by the Prest
dent® The electoral mterdependence of the two offices gues
politterans an opportumty to gather votes for the Presidency
Therefore the preseriphion for an sdeal Vice Presidental nom
mee 15 the same a3 for a Presdential nommee with two addt
tons He must possess those desuable quabities the Presidential
nominee lacks and he must be acceptable to the Presidential
nominee

The Vice Presdency 15 the most important pesiion from
which Presidents of the United States are drawn Just 2
thud of our thuty six Presdents have been Vice Presdents
{Three were elected 1 thew own nght esght first took office
upon the death of a President ) Amenican nstory has gwven us
eleve good reasons—one for each man who succeeded to the
Presidency-~for mqunng mto the qualifications of Vice Press
dents and for exvammnmg the entena by which they are chosen

The Presidential candidate who has firm control over his
nomination 15 1 a position to use the Vice Presidential slot to
help win the efechon This is what Abraham Lancoln did wn
1864 when he chose a “War Democrat” Andrew Johnson who
he hoped would add strength to the ticket. In the same way
John F Kennedy chose Lyndon Johnson to help gather Southern
votes especsally 1 Texas and Rachard Nuxon chose Henry Cabot
Lodge to help offset the Democratic party advantage m the
Northeast These two Vice Presidential candidates were distn-
guished men who had a great deal to recommend them But the
help thev could offey thew parties was undoubtedly an important
cousideration

&

a Presidential candidate will try to help heal a
breach in the party by offering the Vice-Presidential nommation
to a defeatcd party~faction Or the Presidential candidate may
try to ymprove his relationships with Congress by finding a run
omg mate who has fnends there Harry Truman was chosen by
Frankhn Roosevelt for both these reasons
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There have been times when a President has wsisted on
having hus p 1 choice selected as Vice President Andrew
Jackson was adamant about running with Martin Van Buren and
Frankim Roosevelt went so far as to wnite out a refusal to accept
the Democratic nommnation mn 1940 when party leaders balked at
the thought of Henry Wallace

The Presidential clearly 15 expected to have a lot
to »ay about whom ke will run with on the party ticket More
and more 1 recent years the expectation has been that the
Presidentual candidate would make the choice humself after due
consultation with party leaders Indeed falure to act decisively
may well be regarded now as a sign of weakness Yet there have
been tumes when Presidential candidates have mot wished to
become 1nvolved m imnternal party battles and have let the con-
vention decide Wilham Jennings Bryan would not even allow
lus own Nebraska delegation to vote on the Vice Presidential
comunation at the 1896 Democratic Convention and Adlag
Stevenson preferred to let Estes hefauver and John F Kennedy
fight 1t out for the prize in 1956

As the world has become a more dangerous place to hive in

the need to have a capable Vice President has become more
evident and the parties have apparently decided to restnict thewr
choxces to men of ability who whatever electoral assets they may
have give promise of measuring up to the highest office 1n the
land Since World War II both parties Republican and Demo
cratic have generally nommated men of expenence and distine
tion with some notable qualities for high office Presidents and
party leaders have chosen among qualfied men to find those
who met their requirements But while Vice Presidents may be
talented, they have not histoncally been chosen mamly for thexr
talents

When espeaially able men have appeared . the affice from

tme to tme this may have been due more to the blessings of
Provnidence than to wise actions on our part. ¥ good results
requre noble intentions then the crtena for choosing Vice
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Fresidents may leave much to be desired Why should the great
partics swe might ask not st out deliberately 1o choose tl e man
best able to act as President in cusc of need® Shou!l ticket
balancing and similar considerations he condemned as pohitical
chicanery?

In a speech to the Harvard Law School Forum in 1936
former Vice President Henry A Walhee declired ~The greatest
danger Is that the man just nominited for Presdent will try
desperately to heal the wounds and phicite the dissidents in his
paty Aly battle cry would be—no more deals—no more
balancing of the hicket ™ In 1963 the Republicin party evidently
also endorsed this view The selection of the 1964 Republican
nominee Wiallam Miller was intended to violate entena used 1
the past for balancing the ticket Although he came from a region
different from Barry Goldwater and is 2 Catholic he was chosen
pnmanly because of his ideological affintty with the Presidential
candidate The special style of Goldwater and Ius supporters
requured that consistency of views opposttion to the other party
on as many issucs as possxblc and refusal to bargun prevaill
over the trad; litical & ds for comy flestint ty
and popularity nnd most of the one hundred and thirty-odd
Goldwater delegates we mterviened at the Republicin Comen
tion were prepared to sacrifice victory if victory meant becomn,,
a “me too” party or “going agamst principle” by adepting what
they termed the “devious and corrupt” balanced tickets of the
past

On the Democritic side and m hne with comention}
practice of recent years President Johnson chose a man of more
evident Presidential calibre who was not a threat to him within
the Demacratic prrty but rather was helpful sn unifying the party
and g s good el 1 p Johnsons own
credentials as a liberal Democrat down thmugh the yeus hne
not been strong hus choice as Vice President m 1960 was opposed
on these grounds by many 1ibor leaders and by leaders from
several of the most mmportant urban Democratic strongholds
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Thus the 1964 choice of Senator Humphrey a long tume liberal
leader did much to cement relations within the party and to
umify Democrats of many shades of pohitical preference sohdly
behind the national ticket In g Humphrey President
Johnson adhered to a familiar strategy of “cket balancing”

Thus a Republican Presidential candidate from the East will
try to pick a Vice President from the Mid or Far West though
both will probably reside 1n large two party “swing” states A
hiberal Democrat running for President will try to find a more
conservative yunming mate And so on If 1t 15 impossible to find
one man who combmes within his hentage personahty and
expenence all the virtues allegedly chershed by Amencan voters
the parties console themselves by attempting to confect out of
two runnmg mates a composite father son 1mage of forward
looking vatne rural—urban energebo—wise leadershup
which evokes hometown ethnic and party loyalties among a

manmum number of voters That at least 1s the theory behmnd
the balanced ticket

P

What can we say 1 general evaluation of these alternative

? From the dpomt of the electoral success of cand
dates balancing the ticket seems only prudent But there are
reasons as well for ordinary citizens to prefer that candidates
make an effort m this direction One of the chuef assets of the
Amencan party system 1 the past has been its abihty (with the
exception of the Civil War penod) to reduce confiict by enforcing
compromise within the major factions of each party A refusal to
heal tne wounds and placate dissidents 15 nothmg less than a
declaration of intémal war It can only lead to mcreased conflict
within the party Willingness to bargam and make concessions
to opponents 15 part of the phice for mantamng umty m a party
sufficiently large and varied to be able to appeal successfully to
a popul divided on I racial rebg and
ethme grounds To refuse entirely to balance the ticket would
be to nsk changing our large h

g < B parties 1nto a
multipheity of small sects of “true behevers” who care more about
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THE FUTURg OF NATIO‘ML CONVENTIONS

It may be thay one of the Iessons of recent hesxdenual
elections 1 that natigpgy conventions ary declmmg 1 Importance
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as decsson makong bodhes 32 They are not now taken senously as
decision making wnstruments of the pasty of an incumbent Presy

dent The tumover of delegates from convention to convention 18
very lugh averaging about 603 This suggests the mtroduction of
Targe numbers of delegates who are recrutted by national cand

dates rather than by local parties The success of both Senator
Rennedy m 1960 and Senator Goldw ater 1n 1964 make 1t plausible
fo argue that mncreasingly commitments are bemng made earler
and earlier 1n the nommation process even when the nommnation
of the out party 1s bemng contested among several factions

Number of Presidential Ballots in National Party Conventions®

Year Democrats Republicans

1

1928
1932

1938

1940

1944

1948

1952

1956

1960

1964

Furst Ballot Total 8710 (5 E
Combined (D

[ T
st b £3 Bt KB 4 R

) 810 (2 bents)

and Republ ) Furst Ballot N
Nonmcumbents 9/13 o Hommations

Incumbents 7/7

® Nominations won by mncumbents are m ftalics

The large number of first ballot nommations (see the pre
ceding table) in recent years suggests that unportant things are
happening even i the out party before the convention meets
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Candulates Preferential

Method of Selecting Consent  Primary~— Openor
Delega’te‘s’fw Nationel Neededto Advisoryor Closed
States Conventions beonBallot Binding Frimary
‘Lowmsizna distnct delegates by dis
trct conventions  dele-
gates at large by state
convention no no
Mawme Repubhicans—distnet
conventions Democrats
—state convention no no
Maryland state conventions yes yes—bmdmg closed
Massachusetts  prmary yes  yes—bnding closed
Michigan state delegate conven
tion no no
Munpesota district delegates by dis
trict conventwons dele
gates at large by state
convention o no
Mississippi state conventions no no
Missoun state conventions no no
Montana state conventions no ne
Nebraska prunary no yes—advisory closed
Nevada state conventions no no
New Hampshire primary no yes—advisory*closed
New Jersey prumary no yes—advisory closed
New Mexnico state conventions no no
New York delegates at large by
state convention others
—primary no no closed
North Carohna  Republicans——dsstrict &
state conventions Dem
ocrats—state convention no no
North Dakota  state conventions no no
‘bﬁ{‘h“" of Presidential sppears on the

*Bindung if and only if the delegate has pledged himself to & Presid
cand;date on the ballot. & P et

Voters must be regustered with a party but can ask for either party’s ballot,



14 4 Presxdcnhnl Elcct:on:

Methoq o Selecting
Dpk-,r;am to Naffanal

States Conwntkm.:

Ohijo Primary

Oldahom, state Onventiong

Oregon Primary

Pcnns;lmnia Primary
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Chapter 3

The Campaign

ONCE the conventions are over the two Presidential candi
dates “relax” for a few weeks On Labor Day they ordinanly
begin thewr official campaigning From that date onward they
confront the voters directly each carrying the banner of his
poliical party How do the candidates behave? Why do they act
the way they doP And what kind of impact do their activities
have on the electorate?

For the small mmonty of party workers campaigns serve as
a signal to get to work How hard they work depends mn part on
whether the candid slogans p and visits spark
therr enthusiasm The workers may “sit on thewr hands ” or may
pursue ther generally unrewardmng jobs—checling voting hsts
maling campaign flyers nnging doorbells—with something ap
proachung fervor They cannot be taken for granted, activating
them and ymbumng them with purpose and ardor 15 perhaps the
first task of the candidate

For the population at large much of which 1s normally un

d m pohtics paigns call to the advent of

an elechon Some excitement may be generated and some diver
ston provided for those who were not aware unti] they turned on
the TV that their favonte program had been preempted by a
political speech. The campaign 1s 2 great spectacle Talk about
politics increases and a small percentage of eitizens may even

122
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become mtensely mvolved as they get caught up m campaign
oratory

For the vast majonty of citizens :n Amenca campaigns do
not funtion so much to change thewr minds as to remforce thexr
previous convictions As the campaign wears on the underlymng
party 1dentificabion of most people nises ever more powerfully to
the surface Republican and Democratic identifiers are splt
further apart (polanzed) as thewr increased awareness of party
stnfe emphasizes the things that dwide them?

Three-quarters of American adults identfy with a party
Among these the Democrats enjoy a 3 to 2 advantage? But
Democrats tend to tum out Jess often Given these facts the

ding gic problem for D politicians 15 to
get their adherents to turn out and to vote for Democratic canda
dates No need to worry about Republicans or Independents if
Democrats can do their basic job Democrats stress appeals to
the fathful They try to rasse 1n thewr supporters the old party
spint One of their major problems as we have seen 1s that most
cthizens who 1dentify with them are found at the lower end of the
socio-economuc scale and are less likely to tumn out to vote than
are those with Republican 1 So the D put on
mobilization drives and seek 1 every way to get as large a tum
out as possible If they are well-organized they scour the lower
mncome areas They try to provide cars for the elderly and infirm
baby sitters for mothers and occasionally inducements of a less
savory kind to remnforce the party loyalty of the faithful The
seemingly neutral campaigns put on by radio TV and news
papers to stress the avic obligation to vote if they have any

effect at all, probably help the Democrats more than the Re
publicans 2

Renuhl
The Rep

face a diff gic problem They
must, to be sure try to get out ther party adberents But even
if they do this well st wall not be enough They must not only

ge people with Republ 1 gs to reguster and vote
they must also attract more than thewr share of the uncommtted,
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and they must persuade at least some of the Democratically
mclned to forego thewr usual preference This means playmg
down partisan appeals Republicans ash voters to vote for the
man and not for the party smce this giwves the party its best
chance of winnmg

For Repubhcans mvolved 1n Presidential nommating politics
the most important fact of Iife 1s that therr party s without
question the mmority party m the Umted States What 1s more
the Republicans can claim the allegiance of what seems to be a
munorsty of cttizens that has shrunk steadily over the last twenty
five years

Percentage of adults identifying themselves as

Republcdn Democratic Other
1940~ 38 42 20
1950 33 45 22
1960 30 47 23
1964 25 53 22

sOuRCE AIPO News Release November 8 1964

The Survey Research Center at the Umversity of Michigan
has found repeatedly that about three quarters of those in 1ts
samples eligible to vote claimed a party ideptification of these
three fifths were D, 4 In Presidential el in which
considerations of party are foremost and allowng for the greater
propensity of Republicans to turn out and vote it has been
plausibly argued that the Democrats could expect to win with
around 53% or 54% of the vote s

Thus 15 close enough to kandle hope justifiably 1n Republican
breasts despite the clear Demoeratic magonty in this country
1t must be assumed that exther major party can win a Presidential
election But over the last thity years it has generally been
necessary for the Republicans to devise a strategy that could not
only win but win from behind
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With the handwniting so plamnly on the wall the strategic
alternatives available to Republicans can hardly be regarded as
secret. They can be boiled down to three possibihties First
Republicans can attempt to deemphasize the ampact of party
habut as a component of electoral choice by capitahzing upon a
more compelling cue to achon The nommnation of General
Esenhower the most popular hero of the Second World War
overrode party consideratons and 1s 1 clear example of the
efficacy of this strategy® Efforts to play upon popular dis
satisfaction 1n a vanety of 1ssue areas also exemplify this strategy
but these dissatisfactions must preeust mn the population and
must be widespread and intense before they will produce the
desired effect. When wssues do come to the fore i a compellng
way, the payoff to the ad ged party 1s enormous
because these are the cwrcumstances under which new party
loyalties can be created

Another possible Republican strategy sumilar 1 some ways
to the first, also seeks to depress the saliency of party in the
mmds of voters by blurring the differences between the parties
by secking to efface certamn of the stgmata that have been
attached to the party over the years as stereotypes having general
currency (eg “party of the nch™) 7 This strategy gaves full
recogmtion to the anthmetic of Democratic supenonty and also
to the umt rule of the Electoral College which weighs dis
proportionately votes cast 1 the large states that 5o often contam
the heaviest concentrations of traditional allies of the Democratic
party 8 Although 1t has been used often by Republican nominees
such as Willkie Dewey and Nixon with results that always fell
short—sometimes barely short—of wictory this “me too strategy
has over the years become increasingly controversial among
Republicans The fact that no Republican candidate has actually
been able to win with 1t has created doubts about its efficacy ®
The “me too” strategy may ental the advocacy of policies gen
erally favored by most Amencan voters but this approach appar
ently does not correctly murror the political sentiments of Repub-
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hcan activists ¥ Critics of the “me too” approach have argued
that this strategy merely al blican voters
while failing to attract suffcient Democrats Abenated Repub
Ticans 50 goes this argument seemng no difference between the
poheies espoused by the major parties withdraw from politics
mto apathy 1t

Thus a third strategy whose clamm of vactory 15 based upon
the presupposition of 2 lidden Republican vote can be 1dentified
This was the strategy pursued by the Goldwater forces 1n 1964
It has as its main charactenstic the attempt to sharpen rather
than blur party Lines on matters of substantive policy We wall
analyze ths strategy in Chapter 4

THEORY AND ACTION

The contents of election campmgns appear to be largely op-
The swiftly changing nature of events makes it un
wise for candudates to fay down all embracing rules for cam
paigning which cannot meet special situations as they anse A
candidate may prepare for battle on one front and discover that
the movement of events forces im to fight on another Yet on
closer exammation 1t 15 evident that the poliical strategast has
to ely on some sort of theory about the probable behavior of
Yarge groups of voters under a few likely conditions For there
are too many milhions of voters and too many thousands of pos
sible events to deal with each as a separate categary heynes
ponted out years ago quite nghtly that those among us mclud
g poliicians who most loudly proclaun thewr avodance of
theory are generally the vietuns of some long dead economust or
hilosopher whose P they have unk ly assini
Tated The candudates must simplify their picture of the poltical
world or 1ts full complexsty will paralyze them the only ques
tion 15 whether or not their theonies both explicat and implict
wll prove helpful to them
What kand of orgamzation shall they use or construct? How
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shall they raise money? Where shall they campaign? How much
time shall they allocate to the vanous regions and states? What
knds of appeals shall they make to what voting groups? What
Yind of personal impression shall they seek to create or remforce?
How far should they go 1n cashgating the opposition? These are
the kinds of strategic questions to which Presidential candidates
need which ly vary depending on thewr
party afihations their personal attnbutes whether they are i or
out of office and on targets of opportumty that come up i the
course of current events Let us take up each of these questions
m tum taking care to speafy the different problems faced by
“ins” and “outs” and by Democrats and Republicans For pur

poses of illustration we shall turn often to the 1960 contest
between John hennedy and Richard Nixon and the 1964 Barry
Goldwater-Lyndon Johnson battle

INS AND OUTS

In choosing a campaign strategy much depends on whether
the candidate 15 an mcumbent or 15 trymg to dislodge a man
who 15 already m office The man m office has the advantage of
having had huge amounts of pubhaty For better or for worse
he 15 probably better known than any challenger can be He 1s
expenenced and people have learned to depend upon hun
While he 15 1n office he may be m a positon to take actions
which will help lum such as acting deaisively m foreign affaws
as Johnson did 1n the Bay of Tonkin meident talang “nonpolits
cal” trps to drum up support and Lttle thungs hke making sure
that veterans admumstration checks get mailed out promptly or
even a hittle ahead of tume 12

The mcumbent also has to face 2 number of disadvantages
mherent in his position Inevitably Presidents have to do things
which dissatisfy some people Resentments build up Should eco-
nomic or military conditions appear to change for the worse the
President seekang re-election may well be the victun of a protest
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vote Herbert Hoover felt the sting of this phenomenon deeply
when the people pumished the "ins” for a depression which
Hoover would have given much to avond Moreover the mcum
bent has a record He has or has not done things and he may be
held to account for lus sins of emussion or commssion not so
the man ont-of-office who con cnticize freely without always
presenting viable alternatives or necessanly taking s own advice
once he 1s elected The “mssile gap™ turned out to be somethng
of a chimera after Kennedy got into the White House and he
never found 1t possible to set much differentlv toward the Matsu
Quemoy situation than did Dwight Eisenhower despate ther
over publicized “differences” sbout this question dunng the cam
paign The incumbent 15 naturally cast in the role of the defender
of lus ad and the challenger as the attacker who
promuses better things to come After all we would hardly ex
pect to hear the man i office say that the other feflow could
probably do as well or to hear the challenger deddare that he
really could not do any better than the mcumbent although both
statements may be close to the truth

The challenger has his own problems He may not be well
kmown and may find that much of his effort must be devoted ta
publicizing lumself Al the while the Prendent fs getting reams
of free publiaty and is 1n a position to create major news by the
things he does—an admuustrative action to help hegroes a call
to the summst an announcement of a new advance in space
research

The candidate asping to office may find that he tacks in
formation which puts hum at a duadvantage in discussing for
eign pohicy and defense issues O the other hand he roy de
Liberately forbear from finding out too much for fear that be be
testruned 1 hus enticsm by an implied pledge not to use fa
formation the Prendent has fumnubed to him Perhiaps the mapr
advantage the challenter possesses is his ability to criticize poh
et freely and somehimes 1 exagperated termt whereas the in
cumnbent 13 often restraired by his current ofScial responsibilities
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sabotage his efforts Should he enlist the cooperation of the old
party men knowing that he may thereby lose some control over
his campaign? Should there be two centers of campaigming with

the ble dup and problems of ? There
1 apparently no costless solution to this problem There always
seems to be grumbling from party prof Is and the cands

date s own men about therr relationship

All candidates seek specal volunteer orgamzations to help
attract voters who prefer not to associate themselves with the
party orgamizations The distaste with which some mddle and
upper class people regard the rather earthy and predommantly
Tower class party orgamizations 1s difficult to overcome It 1s
ewsier to construct new orgamzatons m wh)t.’h they can feel

bled by attach to 1n Eisenh or § rather
than (as lhey mny feel) associatmg with a group of vulgar
pohticians The danger here 15 that the volunteer orgamzations
will take on hves of therr own and attempt to dictate strategy
and policy to the candidates A few of the volunteers may transfer
to the regular party and this may lead to senous mtemal dis
sension as happened 1n the successful move to oust Carme
DeSapto of Tammany Hall m New York City The candidates
need the volunteers but it 1s adwisable for them to follow the
lead set by Kennedy and Nixon in keeping tight rewns on them
to assure reasonable coordmation of efforts and to avoid being
captured

The mechanzcs of electioneering are no sumple matter they
cannot be entrusted wholly to amateurs Not only must the can
didate get to his vanous speaking engagements when he 1s sup
posed to but he also needs to have some good 1dea of whom he
15 speaking to and what kind of approach to take In the huly
burly of the campaign where 1ssues and plans may change from
day to day where yesterdays 1deas mry have to end up in the
wastebasket to make room for todays problems where changes
of schedule are made in resp to the opp and dangers
suggested by private and public polls a poor orgamization can be
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severely damaging The troubles of Adla § present a
case m pomnt His apparent distaste for the mceties of orgamiza
tion m 1956 hurt him badly He was excessnvely rushed gomng
from one place to another so that he lost the valuable assets of
composure and thoughtfulness which should have been hus stock
i trade Tf he contmnually made speeches which were mappropr

ate for lus audiences 1t may have been because he was badly

formed about who hus audience would be not because he was
talking “over people s heads ” For mstance he once went to New
Haven dunng the 1956 campaign and made a speech redolent
with allusiens to Yale and Prmeeton with punch hnes depending
on knowledge of what the “subjunctive” was to an audience
whuch happened to be composed largely of old time Democratic
party workers from around Conmnecticut * To be sure some mix

ups if not a few outnght fascoes are mevitable gven the frantic
pace and the pressure of tme Resihience 15 not the least qualifica

twon of & Presidential candidate

WHERLE TO CAMPAIGN?

In deciding where to pagn the candidates are aided by
disbinctive features of the national pohtical structure which go a
long way toward giving them gwdance They know that 1t 1s not
votes as such that matter but electoral votes which are counted
on A state by state basis The candidate who wins by « small
plurality in a state gains all the electoral votes there are for that
state The candidates realize that a huge margm of victory m a
state with a handful of electoral votes will not do them nearly
as much good as @ bare plurality m states bke New York and
Califorma with large numbers of electoral votes So therr first
gadeline 15 evident  Campaign 1 states with large electoral
votes There 1s however not much pomt 1 campaigning 1 states
where 1 ewndidate ts bound to wn or to lose Thus states which
almost always go for one party receve only perfunctory attention
Hence the ongmal gumdeline may be modified to read C:
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m states with large electoral votes which are doubtful In practice
a “doubtful” state 15 one where there 15 a good chance for both
parties to capture the state and pohticians usually gauge this
chance by the extent to which the state has delivered victories to
both parties at some time 1n recent memory Repubheans and
Democrats thus spend more time mn the large doubtful states
such as New York Ohio Texas and Califorma than they do
the deep South which will probably go Democratic or upper
New England which will probably go Repubhican And even if
one or two of these one party states should change m one elec
tion the hikelihood of such an event 1s too shm and the payoff
terms of electoral votes too meager to justify extensive campaign
mg when time might better be spent elsewhere As the campaign
wears on the candidates take soundngs from the opmion polls
and are likely to redouble their efforts in states where they be
heve a personal visit might turn the tide

Here we once again come across the pervasive problem of un
certainty No one really knows how much value m changed votes
or turnout 1s gamed by personal visits to a particular state Most
voters have made up therr minds Opponents of the candidate are
unlikely to go to see hum anyway and one wonders what a
glimpse m a de will do to mnfl ap 1 voter Yet
no one 1s certamn that whistle stop methods produce no useful
result Visiting localihes may serve to mcrease publicity because
many of the meda of commumication are geared to “local”
events It also provides an opportunity to stress wssues hike public
power or race relations which may be of special significance to
citizens 1 a gven regron Party activists may be energized by a
ghmpse at or a handshake with the candidate New alkances
such as the one that emerged 1n 1964 between Goldwater and
many long tme Democratic sectors of the deep South can be
solidified And so rather than let the opportunity pass the cand:
dates uswally decide to take no chances and get out on the
hustings They hedge against uncertainty by domg all they can

Consider the case of John hennedy in Ohio He traversed that
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pivotal state several times i the 1960 campaign and exerted
great physical effort 1n gettng humself seen traveling across the
state But when the votes were counted he found imself at the
short end The future Presdent professed to be annoyed and
stumped at why this happened An analysss of the voting returns
showed that Kennedy s vote was correlated i a lngh and positwe
degree with the percentage of Catholic population in the vanous
counttes * hennedy made a considerable improvement over the
Democratic showing m 1956 but that was not enough to wm
Despite evidence of this kind which suggests that personal ap
pearances may well be overwhelmed by other factors wisits to
localiies will undoubtedly continue Who can say to take a
contrary nstance that Kennedy s visit to Ilhmoss did not provide
the bare margm of a few thousand votes necessary for victory?
There was a time when Presidential nommnees faced the sent
ous choice of whether to conduct a front porch campaign or to
 get out and meet the people A candidate hke Warren Harding
who his sponsors felt wonld put his foot 1 hus mouth every time
he spole was well advised to stay home More hardy souls ke
Wilham Jennings Bryan took off m all directions only to dis
cover that ta be seen was not necessanly to be loved An under
dog hke Harry Truman m 1948 went out to mect the people
because he was so far behind A favored candidate like Thomas
Dewey m 1048 went out to meet the people to avoid bemng ac
cused of complacency Everybody 1s domg it probably because st
15 the fashion and the spectacle of seemg ones opponent run
around the country at a funous pace without followmng swt 15
too nerve wracking to contemplate That no one knows whether
all this does any good 1s beside the pomt Some future candidate
mght want to consider runming a different kind of campmgn
talang account of the fact that radio and television make st pos
sible to reach mulions without leaving the big metropoktan
areas Such a candidate mmght 8x upen something bke a half or
a full dozen regional centers and make his appearances and
speeches 1n these places The added time for reflection and the
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additional reserves of energy he would gam over the previous
method might do something to umprove the quality of fus cam
paign And should he happen to be elected he might become the
only President elect in recent lustory not to be utterly exhausted
on Election Day

PARTY IDENTIFICATION

We have seen that most votes are determined most of the
time by party identification The candidates are keenly aware
that this 15 the case Moreover, they know that a substanhal
majonity of voters favor the Democratic party Consequently if
an election 15 widely perceived as a straight contest between the
parties the Democratic candidate 1s Likely to win The strategic

phications are clear D didates go around mvoking
the name of their party over and over again If they feel 1t n
advisable to criicize an opponent like General Exenhower they
know that they have a good target in the Republican party The
objective of the Democrats 15 to have as many voters as possible
1dentify ther candidate with the D party label since
1t 15 the preferred party of most of the population 17

A Republican strategy that faces up to this problem of party
identification can be inferred from Nixons tacties durng the
1960 campaign He refused to make the contest into a party fght
and called for support from all men of good will He played down
s Republicamsm and attempted to divide hennedy from the
Democratic party by saymg that the old party greats—]Jefferson
Jackson and Wilson—would have had no truck with the alen
radical philosophy of thus upstart hennedy Nixon asserted had
grievously departed from the true principles of the Democratic
party (whatever they were supposed to be) and no longer de-
served the support of the members of that great organization In
fact Nixon mmphed that he was a better “real” Democrat than
Rennedy So anmous was Nixon to bask in the warmth of the
Democratic sun that he talked of appowting good Democrats to




The Campaign / 135

office 1f he could have had hus way mo Democrat need have
beleved that Nuxon s feehngs about the party were so hostle as
1o necessanly justify a vote agamnst bum on these grounds *

DOMESTIC ISSUES

On the broad range of domestic «ffairs and “pocketbook”
1ssues the Democrats are nghly favored as the party most voters
belteve wll best meet their needs Statements hike “The Demo
crats are best for the workingman” and “We have better tumes
under the Demacrats” abound when people are asked to state
how they feel about the Democratic party The Republicans on
the other hand are viewed as the party of depression under
whch jobs are scarce and times are bad A campaign m whach
the salient 1ssues are domestic, therefore 1s more likely to aid the
Democrats than the Republicans 1

Domestic policy thus occasions Little difficulty for the Demo-
cratic party Its task 15 to be hiberal i several senses of that word
It promuses something for everyone There are sizable extensions
of social welfare programs financed by the Federal government
increased mummum wages for the underpaid, medical nsurance
for the aged, lugh price supports for the farmer mgaton for
and areas flood protection and power dams for the nver basins
and so on No one 1s left out, not even businessmen who are
promised prospenty

Republicans are clearly on the defensive 1 the realm of do-
mestic policy a situation stemming from the fact that they were
mn office when the Great Depression took place They try to play
down domestic tssues They do best when emphasizing forexgn
policy (“bring the boys back from horea™) style issues (“munk
coats and five percenters”) general management of government
(“we can do it better”) or an outstanding personality (“I Lke
Tke”) When domeshc 1ssues are debated a Republ did
Like Ruchard Nuxon takes care to stress that he is in favor of the
New Deals social reforms whatever else be may say about t.
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And he adds that he 15 1n favor of helpmg farmers, laborers old
people pensioners teachers and other worthy folk extend theu
gams That he wll do thus better and cheaper becomes his refram
and the major pomt of difference with hus opponent He 15 under

dably upset at Dx 1¢ that he and his party
have not become fully reconciled to Socal Secunty Over and
over agam m his television debates with hennedy Nixon msisted
that he and his opponent agreed on goals of domestic pohicy
and that the only difference separating the two men was the
mimor matter of means <° For if the gulf between the parties was
thought to be wide on “pocketbook” 1ssues a majonty of voters
would un} ngly choose the D,

Both parties of course have some difficulty m reconciling
thewr Presidential and Congressional wings but in the realm of
domestic policy the Democrats have an easter task The crucial
electoral votes come from large states where the labor unton and
minonty group reinf the Presid I aspirants de
mand for liberal poliies Demoacratic conservatives who are 1n
any event 1n a mmornity even 1 Congress can be and largely are
1gnored except perhaps for lip service to the 1dea of a balanced
budget A strong cvil rights stand nsks loss of Southern support
but Negroes are strategcally placed i states with the highest
number of electoral votes Since Franklin D Roosevelt all Demo
cratic Presidental candidates have decided that they can win
without the South but not without the large states m other sec-
tions of the country Television and radio make the old practice
of saymg different things in dufferent parts of the country rather
more dangerous than 1t used to be In fact a kind of reversal has
set m Contemporary candidates are more likely to get favorable
publicity if they attack segregation before Southern audiences
This not only comes immediately to the attention of admunng
audiences m the Northern Negro strongholds but also not

dentally d the ge and mtegnty of the candi
date Whether from or caleul. of ad £




The Campaign / 137

Democratic candidates have no trouble commng out strongly for
cvilnghts

The Republicans face much more dufficult problems of m

ternal d Thewr C 1 gent 15 cohesive and

generally conservative The result 15 that Republican Presidential
N 1

candidates more often than not repud therr Cong;

brethren Party conservatives do not like the “me too™ implica
tions of the stands taken by thewr Presidential candidates like
Nuxon They felt he ought to have it harder at what they regard
as D statism and 1 with the public purse But
the numbers of strategically placed voters or the groups from
whom they take their cues who disagree with this approach m
domestc affairs 15 too great for a Republican candidate who
wants to win to forget them Though Nxxon talked tough at
tumes 1n remarks directed to selected R d he
understandably refused to alter the tenor  of Tus remarks 1o gen

eral Lake all Republican candidates smce 1936 with the excep-

tion of former Senator Gold he Ty luded that

there were not enough conservatives to s elect m that they had
no place to go and that he would get therr votes anyhow as
mdeed he did Nixon contimued to send conservatives out on the
hustings to mollfy the nght wing but he refused to commit
polieal smerde by making wholesale attacks on the Democratic
party and its domestic policies

FOREIGN AFFAIRS

In the realm of forexgn affawrs the Republicans have the ad
vantage The Fact that the D d the Presid
durmg World Wars I and II and the Km-ean ‘War apparently
convinced most voters that Democrats tend to lead the country to
war This belief may be remforced by the war m Vietnam.
Republicans have escaped thus shgma and are knawn as the party
of peace 2 Whether this 1mpression 1s any more useful or vahd
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than that of Republicans as the party of depression 1s beside the
point for present purposes

We are after the strategic mmplications which are im
portant For if foreign affairs 1ssues can be made sufficiently 1m
portant to enough voters the Republicans stand a better
chance of winning Republ do best by burlding up foreign
affawrs and playmg on the fear that Democrats are not competent
i this field Democrats have the choice of deemphasizing foreign
policy something that has become increasingly dufficult to do or
trying to show somehow that they are more peace loving than
Republicans though also at least as tough on Commumsm So
President Johnson combmmes mihtary achon m Vietnam with
“peace offensives” A Repubhcan outery agamst the Umted
States 1nvolvement m Vietnam might regamn them their reputa
tion as the party of pedce at the expense of demonstrating 1deo
logical mconsistency However a Republican stand supporting
escalation in Vietnam could be mterpreted by the voters esther as
the Republicans wanting more fighting (war party) or the Re
publicans wanting the boys home sooner (peace party)

How this used to work in practice can be seen m Richard
Nixons campaign as the lamb of domestic controversy turned
1nte the hon of foreign affairs Nuxon sought to differentiate lnm
self as much as possible from Kennedy 1 the Beld of foreign
affairs He suggested that he was umquely capable of securing
peace without surrender and that hennedy was not He tnied to

strengthen the prevating of the D party as
the party of war He lmphed alternatively that hennedy would
permit the G to make uow (for ex

ample i Matsu and Quemoy) and that the Democrats would
make rash moves (Cuba) Even Nixons espousal of an aggressive
hne such as he took regardmg Matsu and Quemoy helped him
because 1n foreign affairs voters trust the Republicans On the
other hand, Rennedys equally aggressive stand toward Cuba
hus specches did not correspondingly help him 2

All this may appear paradoxical but st 13 perfectly under
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standable in the light of our knowledge of votng behavior
Rennedy did not succeed m convincing most voters that issues of
foreign policy were more 1mportant than domestic concerns He
won on tus party afihation on domestie ssues, and on tus ap-
peal to Catholics #* Had he accomphished hus purpose of alerting,
wvoters to the importance of foreign affaurs there is every reason
1o believe he would have lost support since voters in line with
ther previous inclinations would have decided that the perilous
tumes called for a Republican 1o the White House

The television debates reflected this Those viewers of the de
bates who were especially attentive to foreign policy ssues were
more lkely to be pro Nixon than pro kennedy just the reverse
of the situation in domestic affawrs A summary of public opimon
surveys on the debates concludes “The evidence suggests that
foreign affawrs was the paramount 1ssue durmg the entire cam
paga and since Nixon was generally conceded to be the
more expert and expenenced 1 foreign affars—he was far ahead
of hennedy m percenved ability at handlng the Russians and

‘keeping the peace —the focus on forexgn affaurs was clearly to
Nuxons advantage ™2

PRESENTATION OF SELF

Another set of strategic problems concerns the personal m
pression made by the candidates A candidate 35 helped by ben,
thought of as trustworthy relible mature kind but firm i
devoted family man and m every way normal and presentable
NZ amount of expostul: about the 1rrel, of all this
ordimarmess as quabfi for an ext office wy
the fact that candidates must try to conform to )t'he publ‘:'cps::r:t
type of goodness a standard which 1s typically far more demand
mg of poliicians than of ordinary mortals It would be a rather
excruciating process for a candidate to remodel his entire per
sonality along the indicated lines And to be farr the candidates
are not 5o far from the mark as to make this drastic expedient
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necessary or they would not have been nornmnated m the first
place What the candidates actually try to do 1s to smooth off
the rough edges that 15 to counter the most unfavorable umpres
swons of specific aspects of thewr public image to which they be
leve they are susceptible Rennedy who was accused of being
young and immature hardly cracked a smile 1n his debates with
Nixon while the latter whe was said to be stiff and frightening
beamed with friendhiness Rennedy restyled his youthful shock
of hair and Nixon thmned hus eyebrows to lock less threatening

The pohitical folklore of previous campaigns provides candi
dates with helpful homilies about how to conduct themselves
Typical bits of advice mclude the following always cary the
attack to your opponent the best defense is offense separate
the other candidate from hus party when in doubt as to the
course which w1l produce the most votes, do what you beheve
is cthically or morally ght guard against acts that can hurt you
because they are more significant than acts that can help you
avord making personal attacks which m1y gain sympathy for the
opposition Unfortunately for the polittnans in scarch of a gide
these bits of folk wisdom do not contan detailed fnstructions
about the conditions under which they may be applied

The case of Adlai Stevenson suggests a familiar dilemma for
candidates Shall they wnte (or have written) new speeches for
most occasions or shall they rest content to hammer home a few
themes embrowdering fust a Lttle here and there? No one really
knows which is better Stevenson is famous for the care which he
devoted to his speeches and the origmnality he sought to impart
to lus efforts. Had he won offcc he might have establihed 2
trend. As it Is most candidates are likely to follow Rennedy
MNison, Johnson, ard Goldwater in uning just a few set spreches
In view of the pervasive inattention to puble affairs and political
talk fn our society this spproach mav have the advanta~s of
dnving powrts Lome (a3 well a3 dnving mad the pewimen who
2.3t ks en to the same thing all the tume ) 3

Mote tmprrtart perhaps is the dennability of sppearin~ com-
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fortable 1 delivery Televised speeches may establish the major
opportumity for a candidate to be seen and evaluated by large
numbers of people Eienhowers abilty to project a rachant
appearance helped un S s ob d fort before
the camera hurt um On this point we have evidence that those
who hstened to Stevensons delverv over radio were more favor
ably mpressed with hum than those who watched him on TV 28
With television occupying an important place m American hfe
ability to make a good appearance 1s not a trivial matter There
15 little reason to believe however that we are headed for a
society 1 which TV performers can run for pubhe office and
expect to win—except of course m Califorma where party or
gamzations tradstionally have had httle control over the selection
of candidates to run for office

The major difficulty with the strategic prinaiples we have
been discussing 15 not that they are too theoretical but that they
do not really tell the candidates what to do 1n case they are mu
tually incompatible Like proverbs one can often find principles
to Justify opposing courses of action ( Look before vou leap”
but “he who hesitates 1s Jost”) Nixon could not take full ad
vantage of international affars wathout hitting so hard as to
remnforce the unfavorable impression of hunself as beng harsh
and unprmeipled Kennedy could hardly capitalize on the Roose
veltan unage of the vigorous leader without attacking the foreign
policy of a popular President The result 1s that the candidates
must take calculated risks when existing knowledge about the
consequences of alternative courses of action 1s anadequate
Here hunch mtuhion and temperament necessanly play an 1m
portant role m ch g among

1
peting ves.

THE TELEVISION DEBATES

‘The famous TV debates between Nixon and/Kennedy provide
an excellent Wllustration of the dufficulty of choosing between
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competing derations 1 the ab of knowledge as to the
most hikely results With the benefit of hmdsight many cbservers
now suggest that Nuxon was obviously foolish to engage m the
debates

Let us try to look at the siturtion from the perspective of
ech of the President:al asprrants at the time Kennedy 1ssued a
challenge to debate on tel The possible ad ges from
his point of view were many He could use Nuons refusal to
debate to accuse hum of running away and depriving the people
of a umque opportumty to judge the candidates Among hen
nedys greatest handicaps n the campaign were his youth and
the mewitable charges of mexpenence Television debates could
and did help to overcome these difficulties by showing the aud:
ence not so much that Kennedy was supenor m knowledge but
that there was not that much difference 1n the mformation age
and general stature of the two men Whatever admmustrative
skalls or inside mnformation Nixon might have would not and did
not show up on the screen as the candid: ly confined
b lves to broad di of issues known to all pohtcally
literate people Rennedy could only guess but he could not know
that Nixon would not stump lim in an embarrissing way m
front of millions of viewers But Kennedy was i a position to
know that despite the reams of publicity he had recened he was
unknown to many voters much Jess known than the Vice Pres:
dent Here was a golden opportumty to merease his visibilty 1n
a sudden and dramatic way And his good looks were not cal
culited to hurt him with those who Lke to judge the appearance
of aman®?

Naxon was m a more difficult position To say “po” would not
have been 2 neutral decision 1t would have subjected him to
beng called a man whe was afraid to face his opposition Sasmg
“yes” had 1 number of possible advantages One stemmed from
the fact that the Republicans are the minonity party 1n terms of
adherents 1n the United States Normally most people do not

Tid

pay very much to the opp makang 1t




The Campaign / 143

difficult to win them over They avaid contact with hus statements
and screen out his messages Televised debates would provide a
umique mstance 1 which huge numbers of people attracted to
both parties could be expected to tune m attentively Nixon had
good reason for beheving that if he made a favorable impression
he would be m a position to convince more of the people (the
Democratic 1dentifiers) he needed to convince than would hen
nedy The nsk that kennedy mght use the opportumty to soldufy
the support of those attracted to a2 Democrat simply had to be
taken Another potential advantage which mught have accrued
to Nixon arose from the hentage of his previous political hfe
He had been labeled by some people as “tricky Dick,” an immoral
and vindictive man This picture might have been supplanted
on television by the new Nixon of smiling visage and magnam
mous gesture who had 1t all over his opponent m knowledge of
public affairs Nixon had to judge whether tus handicap was
senous or whether 1t was confined to convinced hberals whose
numbers were msigmficant and who would never have voted
for him 1n any event He also had to guess whether 1t would ~
be worthwhile to overcome this handicap even if 1t also meant
ging Kennedy an opportumty to overcome his own disablities 8
Perhaps a record of success m debate situations gowng back to
Iigh school was not irrelevant 1 gudmg Nixon to s eventual
decision to go on television with hus opponent ® Surveys taken
after the event suggest that Nixon muscalculated  But of he had
won the election mstead of losmg 1t by a wafer thin margmn he
would hardly have been reminded of any error on hus part and
there would probably have been d of what 2 bnlhant
movet was for um to go on TV

The election of 1964 presented an entirely different set of
circumstances President Johnson an mcumbent enjoying enor
mous personal populanty at the head of the majonty party had
nothing to gain and everything to lose by debating huis rival And
so despite strenuous efforts by Senator Goldwater and his allies
to mvolve the President m debates none were held

e
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in elections we need only look so far as our own qualities to get
the answer These are occasions when we might be thanlful that
our politicrans do not fully reflect the ethical standards actually
7 d (not preached) in society hnowledge of our own char
acter may explain the wish (and expose the fallacy) of expecting
politicians to be better than we are

FEEDBACK

As the campaign prog the candidates attempt to take
soundimngs from varous sources and to modify thewr behavior as

seems best suited to make the most of opportunities as they anse
But this process p d

probl in the chaotie
atmosphere of a campaign Even under conditions of comparative
tranquility who knows what the world 15 ike? In our everyday
lives we make assumptions that simplify reality tremendously m
order to make decisions Constder then the poor candidate who
must try to take hold of a complicated universe in which the
actions and the reactions of milhons of voters lus own staff hus
opponents party workers the press and other relevant pubhcs
have to be taken to account under widely varying conditions
There 1s of course hardly cny time to think about these matters

The strategies adopted by the candidates surely depend on some
notions about what the of these gies will be
In tum atas Yy to make

p about how people
are gowng to act 1n response to one s own actions Yet, no one can

be certain that the sumple picture of the world m his mind cor
responds to the complex reality
The candidate evolves an org; and a staff whose pur

pose in part 1s to mform him of the state of the political world
But he comes to know soon enough that 1t 1s unwise to trust
completely lus closest assomates The fortunes are dentfied with
tus their future prospects may depend on his and thewr very
battles for bun may warp their judgment Will they come to
think that bad news should be withheld lest 1t sap us will to
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win® Will their hopes and frars color their judpment® Will the
et that they in tum depend upan other “layalties™ mean that
those they trust are alo unrelnhle? It fs clear that the candidate
s to plice some sort of discount on the reports of his sdvisers
Bt 12 (s ot clear bow much of a discount should be tiken

In trving to get a mare objective ratimate of the pohitical
situation a candidate has a number of devices available~polls
the muvmedia audience reaction—which are better than nothing
but which are ambiguous and difficult to interpret The first ques
tion aliout a poll ks whether or not to believe it Pethaps the ap-
prent findings are more an artifact of the way the questions
are phrased and the kind of people who admunsster them than
of any objective reality When in doubt candidates may have two
polls taken though this is tembly expensive and find that they
do not correspond  Then the candidates who have some reason
to Iancy themselves political experts may east the polls to the
winds and rely on their own observations Moreover polls are
stitie tlunes and conditions may change mare rapdly than a
polling organisation c1n find out The questions asked may be
the important enes in the mind of the pollster but not necessanly
in that of the voter And if the results scem intolerably pessi
mistic the candidate may decide that there is no pownt in listen
ing to the voiee of doom anyhow So he may tumn next to the
mass mcdia If newspapers happen to be on hus side he nsks the
distortions of favonitism if they are aganst hun he risks the
dustortions of malice If they are neutral he may wonder if they
know any more about what 1s gong on than he does Yet he
sgnores what they say at his penl The candidate cannot possibly
read all the papers or listen to all the commentators he requires
summaries Here again appears the risk of unconserous distorhion

by his erger staff
Closest to the candidate s expenence in the mad rush of the
campaugn are the aud he add and he may )

scan theu response At the bcgmmng of the campugn he 1
likely to try out different on posed of

PP
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the party fmithful Ax*a,result, he may discover that what the
“people” want are the kind2of ‘Eadm,onal cries that rally those
who are already disposed to vote™fo Inm but this at least for
Republicans may not reach the voters he needs to convince The
Republ didate d s that the people want an end to
go pendng and the Democratic standard
bearer learns that they want more welfare programs As the cam
paign progresses, candidates begin to believe that the crowds are
no longer 50 one sided and therr varymg size and enthusiasm
may be read as sigmficant portents There are however many
different possible reasons to explan why crowds tun out cun
asity desire to heckle nothing else to do a look at 2 glamorous
figure as well as the deswre to support a parhicular candidate A
large crowd may mean many things It may mean that the can
didate s managers have picked their spot wisely (such as a market
day at a farm distribution center) and have brought their man to
a crowd rather than a crowd to hm Or a large crowd may mean
that the candidate has succeeded 1 gaming mtense support from
the strongest party identifiers but its enthusiasm may tell hum
nothing about his general prospects or the appeals he needs to
make The dispanty between the roanng crowds and the vote
a state hke Ohio may have brought home the reahty of this kind
of musperception to the Kennedy forces 24
While the candidate 1s making hus assessment as best he can
others m his organization are domng the same The party organ
1zer for example may gauge the trend of the campaign by the
number of people who show up at party headquarters willing to
do some work. This may be as good an mdex as any Like the
mass g, h d at headquarters may be an
ufirehable mdicator of success Party headquarters may be at
tracting an influx of a special hmted segment of the publie at
tracted to a man hke Adlai Stevenson or lonely people who find
this a good way to meet others The reports of workers in the
vanous states may or may not be more useful Although they
may be wholly accurate they are subject to the usual biases and

3
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may be representative only of parrow portions of the pubhe
rather than a good sample of the electorate

After an election 1t may be amusing to note that an activity
Like Les Buffle s nationwide tour masquerading as a chicken farmer
proved more reliable for Harry Truman than the polls 3 during
the campaign however this was just one among a number of
cues The candidates are always m the dark because they can
never be sure which cues to believe or whether to believe any
of them If they had lots of ime they might pore over the vanous
clues signals and hints and arnve at 2 composite estimate which
mught make sense Time 15 1n ternbly short supply however and
so the Presidential candidate 15 reduced to a haph d savonng
of some of the relevant signs He may add some credence to one
clue subtract from another, and ultimately rely on hus own 1n
tmtion  The conduct of a campaign 1s far from bemng an estab-
Lished science at best it is a shaky art

One hears much about campaign blunders as if there really
was objective assurance that another course of action would have
turned out better for the unfortunate candidate The most famous
of these 1n recent years was Thomas E Dewey s decision {n 1918
to mute the wssues which was said to have snatched defeat from
the Jaws of victory ¢ A wgomus campmgn on his part 1t was
sad would have d many R identifiers to tumn
out would have taken steam out of Harry Trumans charges
and would thus have brought electoral victory to Dewey Per
haps What we know of the 1948 election suggests that it pro-
voked a higher degree of votng on the basis of economic class
thn any of the elections which have succeeded 1t77 A slashing
attack by Dewey therefore mght have polarized the voters even
further This would have increased Trumans margin since there
are many more people with low than with high incomes Had the
election gone the other way—and a handful of votes in a fow
states would have done it—we would have heard much Jess about
Dewey s blunder and much more about how unpopular Truman
was supposed to have been in 1048
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A whole series of “mistakes” have been attnibuted to Tuchard
Nixon Here are two culled from a best selling book on the 1960
campaign On the cvil nights plank of the Republican platform
“The ongmal draft plank prepared by the Platform Commuttee
was a moderate one Thus plank, as wntten would almost
certanly have carned the Southern states for Nuxon and 1t seems
m retrospect mght have given lam wictory On Monday
July 25th 1t 15 almost certam 1t lay 1n Nixons power to reorient
the Republican Party toward an axs of Northern Southern con
servatives Ths alone was the chowce Nixon msisted that the
Flatform Commuttee substitute for the moderate position on civil
nghts {wWhich probably would have won lum the election) the
advanced Rochefeller posihon on civil nights 3% On Nixons
failure to protest the imprisonment of Martm Luther King dur
mg the campaign “He had made the political decision at Chicago
to court the Negro vote in the North only now apparently he
felt 1t quite possible that Texas South Carolna and Louisiana
might all be won to lum by the white vote and he did not wish
to offend that vote So he did not act—there was no whole ph1
losophy of politics to mnstruct hun ” 3

Apparently there are tunes when hindsight converts every act
of a losing candidate into a blunder Nixon as a recent loser 1n
2 Pressdential race 13 now 1 2 position to enjoy the frts of the
wisdom gamed by Ius expenence If he runs again however he
may stll find 1t difficult simultaneously to woo the Negro and
the South, Smce the precemeal actidents of a long history have
thrown both of these groups Yargely mto the Democratic camp
1t would we suggest take more than the siren call of a Repub
kican candudate to lure them both simvltaneously and m publc,
to the Republican cause

‘We have previously dealt with Nixon s decision to engage w,
television debates with Kennedy Let us take a look at hys decision

on tumng the campagn Nixon caleulated that the election was
gomg to be very close because the Democrats were the may

party m the country and the Republ lacked a ’]o'nty
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with the spccml appeal of a national hero like Ciscohower Nixon
fore that the eandidate who closed his campagn
with the strongest spurt would be the winner ¢ Consequently
he held his fire somew hat until the latter part of October hoping
thereby to peak his campaign while kennedys was falling off
This is precisely what he did and Rennedys supporters were
worned that he had lost and Nivon had gained impetus in the
last two weeks Nevertheless hennedy won What lesson mught
a future candidate denve from this expenence? Nixons strategy
of timing has a common sense nng to 1t Yet 1t is really duficult
to say whether st had meaning Would he have done better to
come to a peak earher? Might the general public not have gotten
tired of a full blast effort straight through? There 15 no way of
knowang It 15 posnible that Nixon lost because of s strategy
that he ganed though not enough or that the strategy had no
effect whatsoever It would have been possible to use a successive
survey of the same voters to check on whether votes were
changed i hus favor dunng the period he put on the steam
but other factors could also affect the outcome of such a study
Further there 15 no way of measunng how well be might have
done had he pursued & different strategy
Should the candidate armve at a coherent strategy winch fits
reasonably well with what 15 known of the polttical world he
still will ind that the party organization has an mertia 1 favor
of 1ts accustomed ways of doing things The party workers upon
whom he 1s to some extent dependent, have thewr own ways of
wterpreting the world and he disregards thewr pomt of wiew at
some risk Should the candidate fall to appear m a parhcular
Tocality as others have done the party workers may feel shghted
More mmportant they may interpret this as a sign that the cand
date has wntten off that area and they may slacken thewr own
efforts Suppose the candidate decides to dwvert funds from cam
paign buttons and stickers to polls and television or to campaign
trams? He may be right mn hus behef that the campaign methods
he prefers may bring more return from the funds that ase spent
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But let the party fasthful mterpret this as a sign that he 15 losing
_-where oh where are those familiar signs of his populanty?—
and thexr low morale may encourage a result which bears out
this dire prophecy An mnovation m policy may shock the loyal
followers of the party It may scem to go agamst time honored
precepts which are not easily unlearned Could a Repubhcan
convince his party that a balanced budget 15 not sacred? A sellng
job may have to be done on the rauk and file or otherwise they
may sit on therr hands during the campaign It may make better
poliieal sense (if less wtellectual sense) to phrase the new in
old terms and make the departure seem less extreme than 1t might
actually be The value of the 1ssue m the campaign may thus be
blunted The forces of merti2 and tradition may be overcome by
strong and persuasive candidates the parties are greatly depend

ent on them and have little choice but to follow them even if
haltingly But i the absence of a special effort in the presence
of enormous uncertamties and the mewitable msecurities the
forces of tradiion may do more to shape a campaign than the
overt decisions of the candidates possibly can

APPENDIX PREDICTING ELECTIONS

As the time for votng draws closer more and more nterest
focuses an attempts to forecast the shape of the outcome This process
of f ! 15 not at all my it depends on well
settled findings about the behavior of American electorates many of
which have already been discussed But 1t may be useful for citizens
to understand how the “experts go about picking the winner

There are several ways to do it One way populanzed by jour
nalists Joseph Alsop and Samuel Lubell s to go mto nerghborhoods
where there are people who have m the past voted with great stability
in one patter or another and imterview the residents There are
neighborhoods for example that always vote for the Republicans
by a margin of 90% or better Let us say that the Iterviewer finds
that only S0% of the people he talks to tell him g,
vote for the Republicans this tme but when he

ey are gomng to
visits areas votng
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provide a way for the impact of 1ssues to be examined and in fact
Bean does not demonstrate how the effects of issues have sustamed
or fatled to sustain hus predictions

The basic matenal out of which Bean constructs his forecasts
15 2 Tustonical record of two-party voung Let us suppose the Demo-
cratic percentage of the two-party vote has risen in each of the last
five elections The Bean techmque contmues the lne on the graph
mn a smple extrapolation Even when the percentage of the two-
party vote does not describe a strarght line on a graph 1t 1s possible
to make an extrapol by g that the b 1 pattern of
fluctuation will be followed 1 the future

Another type of analysis done by Bean made use of the Sep-
tember election results i Maine Recently Mame moved sts election
day from September to November thus bringing 1ts election day into
lne with practice m the rest of the country But for many years it
was possible to make a forecast based on the Maimne results Mames
distrnbution of the two-party vote Bean said, bore a histoncally con
sistent relation wath the national two-party vote distnbution, nsing
and falling at about the same rate {but always somewhat below the
nation on the Democratic graph and above the nation on the Re
publican graph) And so it was possible to forecast the outcome
natonwide or in any state by noting the two-party ratio 1n the early
Maine results and correcting 1t for two-party votng habits 1n the
area whose result he wanted to predict.

The strength of forecasting from histoncal voting statistics arises
out of the marvelous stability of Amencan voting habus But the
weakness of such a techmque 15 also mantfest Sometunes gross
changes in popul: through or changes i the ap-
peals of the parties to different voting groups will throw the hus
tonical two-party vote ratios in the sample area out of jomt When
a forecast made with this technique is wrong it 1s wsually quite
difficult to tell whether transitory or lasting causes are at the root of
it. This himits the usefulness of the forecast greatly sice m the end
it rests on assumptians which have ouly partial valdity w 290¥ wne
election and nobody can say precisely how or where or to what
extent they may be vahd.

A third techmique 15 a vanant of the two foregowg types of
analysis and 15 used by electronic computers at the radio and tele
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wision networks on election night The basic principle of these ma
chines for our purposes can be descnbed sumply They are gnen
information about the past voting history of various locales As these
Tocales report therr returns on election mght, the machine compares
this years result wath the mformation about previous years and
arrves at a prediction of how ths years election will tum out when
all the votes arc counted The svstem 15 exactly the same as we have
already described for Alsop and Lubell only the machme can be
loaded with hustoncal information sbout many localities precincts
wards 2nd so on and then the machine compares this hustoncal
mformation not wath voting ntentions as expressed by a few inter
viewees but by votng results as expressed by the whole voting popu
lation of the area The method the machine uses to predict the out
come early i the evening 15 soughly the same as Lows Beans
techmque only once agam mstead of the Mame election the ma
<hine has results from a great many early reporting areas and can
therefore comect discrepancies ansing out of one or two purely Jocal
situations

Interestingly enough at least one of the network machmes on
election might in 1960 was not | d 1n the way descnbed
above The IBM system set up for CBS began election night in 1960
with the erronecus prediction that Richard Nexon would win the
Presidency—a predichion that was later corrected as more and more
returns came i 43 It 15 useful to pause for 2 moment to look at tius
mustake because 1t demonstrates clearly that these machmes kke
any other tools are only as good as the people who use them

The IBM computer was fed information based not on the geo-
graphuc locale of the vote but rather on the order i which the vote
was reported to election headquarters Thus all the machine knew n
1960 was how many Democratic votes and how many Republican
vates had been reported at 7 pm n previous elections at 7 15 and
so on But 1t did not know twhere these votes had come from The
mtroduction of a faster method of vote-counting t Ransas between
1958 and 1960 was the reason for the 1BM computer s early mistake
A flood of Kansas Republican votes armved earlier than ever before
The computer not knowmng where they came from compared them
with the early returns n 1956 which were from the “swing” state
of Connecticut and drew a false conclusion
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Since the order in which states report their vote varles quite a
bit more than the voting habuts of people living in speafic early
reportng places all the computers seem lkely in the future to be
working on geographic assumptions It will in all probability be al
most umpossible to find out what assumptions the computers are
using durmg election mght coverage however because of the net
work reporters dishhe of mmparting “complicated™ information It
15 so much frendlier to gne the machine a nickname and ask st to
“do tncks” and to bat ones eyelashes helplessly at the TV camera
while the “mysterious” machine does its prosare work

The final method for predicting elections is the most powerful
the most controversial and by all odds the most famous polls These
are based on a few sunple assumptions that have been found to be
quite correct over the years One is that people wall generally tell
you the truth 1f you ask them how they are gowng to vote Another
1s that 1t 15 not necessary to ask everyone what he 15 going to do
order to get as accurate a forecast as if you had asked everyone

The polls are commereial operations and these days they are
big business In addition to the pubhcly avalable polls such as the
Gallup paper reports pol private polls They
are expensive They ental wnting up a Lst of questions and asking
them all and all n the same way to several thousand people spread
all over the country collecting the answers and figunng out what 1t
all means Each of these phases of the operation—question wriung
selecting the sample of the total population to be interviewed inter
viewing orgemzng the answers and interpreting the results—is a job
requnng slull 2nd tramng It s this that commercial polling or
ganizations provide

Some of these orgamzations regrettably treat the techmcal
aspects of thewr operation as trade secrets (which they are not) and
persist 1 leaving the mmpression that their forecasts are the result
of ap larly effi kind of heraft Since the fiasco of
1948 when pollsters were so sure of the result that they became
professionally careless™ there has been less ballyhoo But the general
reader will do well to keep a sharp eye on the following ponts as
the polls begin reporting early n the campaign 44

1} How big 1s the population which 1s reported to be “unde
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cast the crucial ballots Pollsters have a rule in reporting thewr results
which goes this way If the undecided people were to cast their
ballots fn the same proportion as those who have made up therr
minds " But wait If these people were lke the decided, they
too would have made up their minds Sometimes they do vote Lke
early deciders But sometimes they dont Unfortunately not enough
is known about when they do and when they dont the best advice
we can give is to pay close attention to what the pollster says he
is domg about them and if they are more than 10 to 15 per cent
of the population sampled then place Iitle confidence :n the poll
report Until these people make up thewr minds 1t 15 too early to
tell about the outcome

2) What 15 the stability of general sentiment in the population?
Very often the polls will report wide swings of sentinent from week
to week In 1960 The Gallup orgamzation began averaging one weeks
totals with the previous weeks part way through the campaign-—
without telling its readers 4% This tended to depress the extent of
an apparent shift of sympathy from Nixon to Kennedy and 1t also
tended to make the figures appear a great deal more stable and set
tled than they actually were In general wide swings of sentiment
from week to week mean that opimions have not crystallized suff
ciently for a reliable prediction to be made

3) Remember that the polls are based on a gross overall na
tionwide sample but that Presidential elections are decided by the
distnbution of votes i the Electoral College Thus a really reliable
prediction would have to meclude a state by state breakdown This
15 prolubitively expensive and so 1t 1s not done If 1t were done 1t
would be possible to detect situations like the following

Candidate A has 49% of the popular vote m polls taken m all
the populous states and 75% of the popular vote mn sparsely
settled states He loses badly to Candidate B m the Electoral
College although it looks like a close election

Pollsters generally caution that they are trymg ouly to forecast
the percentage distributions m the popular vote Here agan if the
result 15 closely divided asound 50% then the poll may be quite
close to being perfectly accurate but still forecast the wrong winner

4) Some people never show up to vote on Election Day these
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tend to be undecideds and Democrats (in that order) more often
than Republicans but mn any event some sort of gram of salt has to
be taken with results in order to account for the phenomenon of dif
ferential tumout Most exp d polling org do build
some sort of eorrection mto their results based on assumptions about
how many people n their sample will actually vote It is important
to know precisely what this assumption 15 and what the resulting cor
rections are

5) Many people are plagued with the feehng that the samples
used by pollsters—of two to five th d peopl dequatt
to represent the feelngs of the millions of Americans whose voting
they are supposed to represent This by and large 15 a false sssue
Expenence has shown that very few of the errors one makes with a
sample of 3000 are correctable with a sample of 15 or 20 thousand
although the expense of polling such a population rises steeply 46

Generally 1t 55 not a samphng error that 1s at fault nowadays
when pollsters predictions go awry but illcat “cooking of the data
or mcompetent interpretations of findings There 15 one famous
stance of a sampling error when polling was m 1ts most rudimentary
stages In 1836 the Literary Digest predicted a landshde victory for
the Republican Alfred Landon 47 When Frankin D Roosevelt won
i overwhelmmg fashion the Digest became a laughingstock and soon
thereafter went out of busmess What had happened was smple
enough The magazme had sent out mullions of postcards to tele
phone subsenibers asking them how they mtended to vote The re
tums showed a huge Republican tnumph Surely the Digest must
have thought, we cannot possibly be wrong when our total response
1s so large and s0 one sided But of course something was ternbly
wrong And that stemmted from the fact that 1n the Depression years
only the relatively wealthy had telephones So the Digest got 1its
returns from that group m the population most likely to vote Re
publican and completely 1gnored the much larger number of poorer
people who were going to vote Democratic Moreover there 1s a
much greater tendency for people of wealth and education to return
mal questionnares so that the bas in favor of people llely to vote
Republican was further enhanced.8

In 1948 a whole senes of errors were made but none of them
seem to have been connected with the size of the sample In that year
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the Gallup Roper and Crossley polls all predicted that Governor
Dewes would unseat President Truman Among the problems with
the polls that year the following were uncovered by a committee
of socnal scientists after the event ¢

a) The pollsters were so sure of the outcome that they stopped
taking polls easly in the camparg g that the large popul
of undeaideds would vote if they voted in the same way as those
who had made up therr minds early 1n the campmgn

b) The undecideds voted in just the reverse proportions

€) Many mstances were revealed where polling organization
analysts disbelieving pro-Truman results arbitranly “corrected them
t faver of Dewey The methods of analyss emplayed were not traced
n any systematsc way however because they could not systematically
be reconstructed from records of the polling organtzations

d} Sampling error occurred not because of the size of the sam
ples but because respondents were selected by methods that gave
mterviewers too much leeway to introduce brases mto the sample
The so-called quota control” method (which imstructs mnterviewers
for example out of 20 interviews to pick ten men ten women ffteen
Protestants four Catholies one Jew seventeen whites and three Ne
groes and so on) has been replaced with “stratified random sam
ples 4n which geographic areas are piched randomly and neighbor
hoods and houses within neighborhoods are selected randomly with
contrals so that areas rep g a varety of Ievels are
sute to be selected This gwes the people m charge of the poll
greater control over who 15 gong to be in their sample and prevents
mterviewers from asking enly people who hive near them or who
are convemiently accessible m some other way and are likely to be
sumlar to them 1n socral standing and poliical outlook

Predicting Presidential elections 1s Jargely a matter of sabisfymg
curiosity It 15 a great game to guess who will win and we look to
the polls for mdications of the signs of the umes But the importance
of this Jund of prediction 15 not great After all we do get to know
who has won very soon after Election Day with much greater detail
and accuracy than the polls can supply The bare prediction of the
outcome even 1f st 1s reasonably correct tells us Lttle about how the
result came to occur More may be learned of 1t 15 possible to break
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down the figures to see what kind of groups—ethme racial eco-
nomic regional—~voted to what degree for which candidates Yet our
enlightenment at this point 15 stll not great Suppose we know that
n one election Catholics voted Democratic 80% of the time and 1n
another election this percentage was reduced to 53 Surely this xs 1
teresting but unless we have some good 1dea about why Catholtcs
have hed therr alleg: our knowledge has hardly ad d
The polls often tell us what but seldom why There 15 however
no reason why polling techniques m the future cannot be used to an
swer why” questions

The usual polling techmque consists of talking to samples of the
population at vanous pomts m time The samples may be perfectly
adequate but different people constitute each successive sample as
the mterviewers seck out people who meet ther speaifications 1t 15
difficult to discover with any relability why particular mdividuals or
classes of people are changng therr mimnds because mterviewers or
dmanly do not go back to the same people who gave therr ongmal
preferences A panel survey 15 used to overcome this difficulty +0 In a
panel suney a sample of the votmg population 15 obtamed and the
very same people are mterviened at vanous ntervals before Election
Day and perhaps afterwards This techmque makes st possible to
ssolate the people who make up ther minds early and those who de
ade late These groups can be remnterviewed and exammed for other
d h h More ump perhaps those voters
who change therr minds durng the campmgn can be identified and
stuied If a panel of respondents can be remterviewed over a num
ber of years and = senes of elections 1t may become possible to dis

cover directly why some people change their voting habits from elec-
tion to election

NOTES

1 See Seymour M Xapset Paul F Lazarsfeld Allen H Barton
and Juan Lanz, “The Psychology of Voting An Analysis of Pohtical
Behavior” 1n Handbook of Socwal Psychology ed Gardner Lindzey
(Cambndge Mass 1954) pp 1124-1175 Paul F Lazarsfeld
Bernard Berelson and Hazel Gaudet The Peoples Choice 9nd ed
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{(New Yok 194} pp B7-93 and Nernard Berelion Paul F
Lazarsfeld and Willum N McPhee Voting (Chicago 1934) pp
1617

2. See Wamen I' Miller “The Political Dehavior of the Flec
torate © American Gocernment Annuc!  19€0-61 od. E. Latham
(New Yok 1%60) pp 40-81 and fred T Creensteln The Amrr
can Party System and the American Poopl {Englewood CLiTs 1963)
Chapter 3 both of which gise findings of sunveys conducted pnmanly
under academic auspices Gallup data also bear out the same general
conclusion  “If every potential voter in the country had to register
with cither party the figures projected by suney fndings would be
Democrats 58800000 Republicant 40020000 Undecided 6
200000~ (American Institute of Public Opinfon News Release “Re
publicans Qutnumbered by 16 Million Poll Finds™ October 18
1960 ) The number of “undecideds™ may have been reduced by as
signing a party affiliation to people who expressed a faint preference
for one or the other party

3 There Is another possibility  That voters who turn out only
by being dinned at by the media are Iikely o be less stable in their
pohitical orientations and will therefore vote less for the party and
more for the candidate whose mame or personality seems more fa
muliar to them This in a jear when an Exenhoser is on the ticket
might well mean Republican votes

4 See Angus Cunpbell Plilip E Converse Wamen E Miller
and Danald E Stokes The Amerdcan Voter (New York 1960} pp
121 532-553 Table 6-1 on p 124 summanzes the highly consistent
results of seven separate national sample suneys talen by the Suney
Research Center from October 1052 to October 1958 In October
1958 the 8 R C figures were

Strong Republicans 133
‘Weal. Republicans 16%
Independent Republicans 4%
Independents 8%
Independent Democrats x4
Weak Democrats 248
Strong Democrats 23%

Apohitical don t know 5%
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5 See Philip E Converse Angus Campbell Warren E Mller
and Donald E Stokes “Stability and Change n 1960 A Remstating
Election™ Amencan Poliical Science Revwew 55 {June 1961) 269-
280 esp p 274

8 Sec Campbell et ol The Amencan Voter pp 537-538 and
Herbert H Hyman and Paul B Sheatsley “The Pohtzcal Appeal of
President Ewsenhower” Public Opimwon Quarterly 19 (Wanter 1955
56) 26-39 N

7 For mdications that this strategy 1s feasible despite the exst
ence of general stereotypes see Campbell et a! The American Voter
pp 4459 179-187 See also American Insttute of Public Opmion
News Releases February 6 1963 October 9 1964 and October 25
1961

8 For a striking demonstration of this see Ithiel de Sola Pool
Robert P Abelson and Samuel Poplin Candidates Issues and
Strategies (Cambndge Mass 1964) pp 117-118

9 Recall Senatar Duxsens famous castigation of Thomas E
Dewey at the Republican Convention of 1952 “We followed you be
fore and you took us down the path to defeat ™

10 For mdications that this 15 50 see m particular Herbert Me-
Closky Paul | Hoffman 2and Rosemary O Hara “Issue Conflicts and
Consensus Among Party Leaders and Followers ” American Political
Science Revlew 54 (June 1960) 406-427

11 Good accounts of debates over strategy among Repubhicans
can be found m such sources as Chatles O Jones The Republican
Party in American Poltics (New York 1965) Robert Donovan The
Future of the Republican Party (New York 1964) Malcolm C
Moos The Republicans A History of Thewr Porty (New York 1958)
Robert Novak The Agony of the GOP 1964 (New York 1965)
and Conrad Joyner The Republican Dilemma (Tucson 1864)

12 Another example 15 the common practice of declanng special
dwidends on G msurance to put more money 1n cireulation m order
to increase mcome and decrease unemplovment

13 Campbellct ol The American Voter pp 525-537

14 A useful source on the Nixon campaign is The Speeches of
Vice President Richard M Nuxon Presidential Campaign of 1960 Re

port 994 Part TI 87th Congress 1st Sesson US Senate {Washing
ton 1961)
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15 The report of the speech 1n the New Yotk Ttmes October 6
1956 gives no dicatson of how it was received The suthors heard
1t delvered

16 Thomas Flmn How Nixon Took Ohio™ Western Political
Quarterly 15 (June 1962) 276-279

17 See footnote 2 and for examples of this Democratic strategy
1 operation i 1960 see The Speeches of Senator Jokn F - Rennedy
Presidential Campaign of 1960 Report 994 Part I 87th Congress
1st Session U S Senate (Washington 1961)

18 See Nixons speeches n Report 994 Part Il For example on
P 266 1 a speech at Lafayette La Sept 24 1960 Mr Nixon sad
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“I say further that what we adopted mn our platform m Chicago 15
closer to the views of Democrats 1 not only the South but m Cal
forma where there are many more Democrats than Republicans in
cidentally on ol depletion Mr Kemnedys position wag
ot m agreement with the Democratic platform "

18 See for evample the Amencan Insutute of Pubke Opmion
News Release of September 3 1964 mn which 53% of a nmationat
sample said that the Democrats were the party best able to keep the
country prosperous Only 21% picked the Republicans See also Camp-
belletal The American Voter pp 44-59

20 The Jont Appearances of Senator John F Rennedy and
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Vice President Richard M Nixon Presidential Campaign of 1960
Report 994 Part 111 87th Congress 1st Session US Senate (Wash
ington 1961} See for example Mr Nixons opening remarks in the
first jomt television debate pp 75-78

21 See for example Campbell et al The American Voter pp
44-59 and Angus Campbell Gerald Gurin and Warren E Miller
The Voter Decides (Evanston 1958) pp 44-45 especially Table
43p 45

AIPO surveys show the fifteen year trend on this issue mdicated
n the graph on pages 164-165 This graph indicates first that over
the whole fifteen year period the posttion of the Republican party
as the party of peace has steadily been eroded It also indicates that
Just before elections voters expressions of therr accustomed stereo-
types are at their strongest which we would evpect owmg to the
polarization m voters attitudes that takes place dunng the heat of
battle A dramatic reversal took plice at the time of the 1964 elec-
tion no doubt owing to Senator Goldwaters extreme foreign polity
positions and to President Johnsons relative moderation However
the progressive escalation under President Johnson of the Vietnam
war since 1964 seems to have had an impact on public optmon and
the Republican party once more scems to have regamed its status
by a small margin as the party of peace

29 The most well publicized clashes over foreign policy oc-
curred 1 the second and third television debates see the New York
Times October 8 1960 pp 1 12 October 9 1960 Pt IV p 10 and
October 14 1960 p 22 The mpression of journalists and political
observers that Nixon gzuned m these confrontations {see for example
the New York Tumes for October 17 1960) was corroborated by sur
veys of the viewers (see the references m footnote 21 following) and
by Pool Abelson and Popkin Candidatcs Issues and Strategics p
118

23 Converse et al “Stability and Change 11 1960 A Remstating
Elect.on 7 269-280

24 Elhu Ratz and Jacob J Feldman “The Debates i the Laght
of Research A Survey of Surveys” n The Great Debates ed Sidney
hraus (Bloomington 1962) pp 201-202 Bear in mind however that
issues as such do not strongly influence voting behavior Ratz and
Feldman conclude “Furst of all 1t seems safe to say that the debates



The Campaign / 167

lly the first o lted pnmanly m a strengthenmg of
commitment to one's own party and candidate This was much more
the case for Democrats than Republicans but the former had much
greater room for improvement” (p 208)

25 See Theodore H White The Making of the Presudent 1960
(New York 1961) pp 269-275 and hus The Making of the President
1964 (New York 1965) passim

26 Department of Marketing Miami Umwversity Oxford Re
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Chapter 4

The 1964 Election

Tm:s FaR we have talked about the strategies of candidates
and election outcomes as though they were related mn a particular
way and m a sense they are Expenence and accumulated
knowledge suggest that there are strategies that are best for
and for Republ for b and for chal
Iengers for front runners and for dark horses and so on An
underlying ~ssumption we have been using—for the sake of
stmphicity—s that, when a player knows the payoffs attached to
vanous available altematives he will on the whole choose the
alternatives that are likely to bring hum the maximum payoffs
Thus 15 more or less what all “rational man” theones predict
economics game theory or poliics
Butin 1964 the Republican party chose a number of alterna
trves mantfestly dxsadvanlageous to its chances of winmning the
election It d 3 didate who
ahenated not only mdependents and borderhne Demoerats but
even many traditional Republicans by the kind of campaign he
conducted The results of the 1984 election suggest that our
understandmg of the ments of various strategies available to
Tepublicans 15 not faufty Goldwater did Tose badly as the
prevailing theory would predict but 1t 15 still necessary for us
to try to und d why the Republ chose as they did
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why they i effect rejected alternatives promising greater pay
offs 1n favor of less promising alternatives

Two evplanations are possible On one hand 1t may be that
Republicans musperceived the payoffs that they bekeved they
twere pursung a wnpmng strategy On the other hand perhaps
Republicans were not trymg to win the election but had other
payoffs i mind which dictated a choce of alternatives quite
different from a strategy i which wuning public office 15 the
paramount goal

If some Republicans did not care about winning or thought
that Goldwater might win other Republicans did cre about
winmg and knew that Goldwater would lose Why then did
the Repubhican party nominate Barry Goldw ater?

It 35 clear that our explanation of the Gold pt
must come 1n two parts We must first understand the nature of
Goldwaters supporters Why did they care so htt'e about win
nung or so badly mispercewve their candidatess electoral chances?
Second even if we can understand why some Republicans pre
ferred to back Goldwater we still need to know why these
Republicans tnumphed withmn the party as a whole

We shall deal with these two pomnts m turn Then we shall
see how Goldwater s nommation decistvely affected the crmpargn
Funally we shall assess the mmpact of 1964 upon the future of
the competitive two party system m the United States

MISPERCEIVING THE OUTCOME
THE MIDDEN VOTE HYPOTIIESIS

D:d Republicans believe that Barry Coldw ater could actually
win the election® An argument was made by Goldwater support
ers that he could win based upon the possibility that he could
put together a coalition m the Electoral College of Southern and
$lestern states and 1n particular upon the notion of a fudden
vote

The class ¢ Republican cniticism of “me too” strategies argues
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that such pies merely abenate p 1 Republican voters
while failing to attract sufficient Democrats Alenated Repub
licans so goes this argument seemng no difference between the
policies espoused by the major parties withdraw from politics
mto apathy This 15 the hidden vote that a thoroughgong con

servative Republ 15 supposed to attract But did

P

thus hudden vote exist—or was this argument an stance of mis
perception on the part of those who believed 1t and supported
Goldwater thinking he could win?

The resulting chsastrous q for the Republ
party at the congressional and state levels! mvites the exercise
of hundsight on the question of the hidden Republican vote But
for once hindsight merely confirms foresight It was apparent
before the election as well as afterward that there are only very
weak factual grounds supporting the notion that there 1s a hidden
Republican vote waiting to be tapped by an unequvocally con
servative candidate

Let us examne the evidence Farst we must ask where the
Republican vote could be lidden that this strategy seeks to tap
b2 bly not amoeng D at least outside the South
since this approach relies so heavily upon sharpeming the cleavage
between the two parties Nor can there be much of a hidden
vote among disaffected conservative Republicans who fail to turn
out since the best knowledge we have of Republ 1s that
they do turn out and vote Repubhcan 2

The only other possible location for the udden vote 1s among
those who profess to no regular party afiliation—roughly 25%
of the potential electorate What do we know about these people
that might lead us to conclude that they can be moved to vote
Republ by a highly 1declogical appeal based on conservative
and night wang doctrines?

There 1s 1n fact no reason at all to suspect that these people
can be reached in fius way All the mnformation we have on party
neutrals mdicates that they are much less interestéd less m
formed less likely to seek information about poliies and much

o
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less likely to vote than are regular partisans Non affiliates are
relatively unconcerned about issucs and are only dimly aware of
political events 2 Liforts to reach this population to attract thewr
attention are likely to fail Attempts to outline issue positions
to them to engage their support in behalf of any sclf-consistent
philosophical and political position scem on a par with the
famous c1mpaign to sell refngerators to Eskimos

There is 2 well known suspicion voiced from time to time
by {maguntive writers that conservative elements of the popula
tion are in fact alicnated from politics and st in the wings
frustrated immobilized and without party loyalties untl some
one pursving a Goldwater hike strategy gises them the “chorce™
they are looking for Thus is probably a canard What fragments
of evidence we have pomt to the probability that the dedicated
conservatives and right wing deologues who are sufficiently in
terested i politics to hold strong opintons about public policy
do 1n fact belong to political parties and participate actively 1n
them Qutside the South it scems certain these people are almost
all Republicans Thus the hidden vote that Goldwater hoped to
attract was probably hidden inside the vote Ruchard Nixon re
cetved m 1960 ¢

Another assumption underlying the hidden vote theory 15 that
m 1964 1t would have been possible to attract this mythical vote
m substanttal numbers wathcat losing the allegiance of large
numbers of more modcrate people who supported the almost
successful candidacy of Richard Nixon 1n 1860

In fact this proved impossible to plish An
number—probbly around 20%—of Nixon s 1960 supporters voted
for Lyndon Johnson 1 1964 ® But this outcome might have been
extrapolated from poll and pnmary election data m the pre
convention period which showed that even among Republcan
voters Coldwater emoyed far from overwbelming support ¢

In addition Goldwater aroused great antipathy among the
general population According to the Gallup poll m mud Septem
ber 38 3% of respondents expressed defimite hostiity to Goldwater
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(including 147% exy g the most hostility on an
11 pomt scale) while only 81% expressed any antipathy at all
toward President Jobnson? Likewise on a number of issues
Lows Harnis surveys found that sizable majonties 1 the general
population defined themselves as opposed to positions that they
believed Senator Goldwater held ®

ALTERNATIVE PAYOFFS
PURISTS vs PROFESSIONALS

Yet even if Goldwater s supporters could convince themselves
that hus cause was not utterly hopeless the fact that they chose
hun 1n the face of reasonably strong evidence of his shight chance
of victory suggests that g the election was not upp
m thewr minds Polticians have been accused of many things
until now 1t has not been usual to accuse them of wishing to
lose elections But perhaps 1n specifymg only the paramount goal
of winming we have been taking a narrow view of the matter
Interviews held with Gold deleg: to the Republ
Convention may help to clanfy this problem ®

One Goldwater delegate smd “The delegates are for Gold
water because they agree with Ius philosophy of government
Thats what you people will never understand—we re commtted
to hus whole approach ” He was undoubtedly correct There was
2 remarkable fit between Goldwater and 2 substantial majonty
of hus followers What they hked about Goldwater however was
not merely or even primanly lus policy positions but rather s
“approach ™ hus style of operation When we asked Goldwater
delegates to tell us what they most Iiked about their candidate
only a few mentioned his position on the 1ssues and those who
did were content with brief references to constitutional prnaples
Iike states nghts

By far the most freq delegate ch 1zations of Gold
water referred to hus consistency honesty mtegnty and willng
ness to stck by principles ¥ Tt was not so much hus prnciples
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(though thesc were undoubtedly important) but the belief that
he would stick to them that counted most wath his supporters
“He can be trusted™ “He s strughtfornard ™ “He does not
compromuse ” “He doesnt pander to the public hes agamst
expediency " “He 15 frank " “He has courage ™ “He stands up for
what he beheves ™ “He wont play footsie with the people ” “He
votes his convictions when he knows he s nght ” “He doesnt go
along with the crowd” He meets 1ssues head-on ™ “Goldwater
speaks about things others avoid Most politicians Iike to avoid
wssues  “He hecps promises ” “He doesnt change his mind ” “He
15 not confused ” As one of Goldwater s supporters perceptively
observed “Hes different from most politicians” And so were
most of Goldwaters followers duff from most pol

Many Goldw ater delegates held des quite duff from
those characteristic of American polirerans We can refer to these
delegates as “purists”—poltical activists whose attitudes about
politics have strongly moralistic overtones Here 1s an example
This Goldwater punst was a delegate from a rural area m
Pennsylvama attending hus first convention

Interviewer What quahties should 2 Presidentral candidate
have?

Delegate Moralintegrity

1 Should he be able to win the electron?

D No punaples are more important Ty ould rather be
one agamst 20 000 and beheve I was right Thats what 1 admare
about Goldwater Hes like that

1 Are most poltticsans Iike that?
D No unfortunately
1 What do you like about Goldwater?

D I am in sympathy with many of his philosophues of gov
ernment  but I ke him personally for his moral mntegnty I al
ways believed that a candidate should carry out his promises
Scranton didn t do that But ndw for the first ime 1 my lfe we
have a candidate who acts as he believes He doesnt change his
position when 1t 1s expecient
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1 Do you think that if the party loses badly in November it
ought to change its principles?

D No Im willing to fight for these pnncrples for ten years
if we dont win

I For bfty years?
D Even fifty years
1 Do you think 1t s better to compromuse a Iittle to win than
to Jose and not compromise?

D 1had s problem m my distnct. After we fighters had
won [the for} the Cong 1 seat the local [Re
publican] machine offered to make a deal They wouldnt op-
pose our candidate 1f we didnt oppose thewrs I refused, because
1 didnt see how I could make a deal with the men Id been op
posing, two years ago for the things they did. So I lost, and I
could have won easily 1ve thought about it many times because
sf T had agreed I could have done some good at least. But 1
don t beheve that T should compromse one mch from what T be
Leve deep down inside

Here we begin to see the distinguishing charactenstics of the
punsts their emphasis on internal cnitera for decision on what
they believe “deep down mside” their rejection of compromise
their lack of orientation toward winmng therr stress on the style
and punty of d gnity y adh tom
ternal norms

‘The professionals looked at politics quite differently Here 15
a Califorma delegate strongly for Goldwater with more than

Efteen years 1n party work, dmng tus third Republ
vention

Con

Interviewer You seem different from many of the Goldwater
supporters How would you charactenze your position 1 com
panson with them?

Delegate Yes Tm more practical. 1 reahize you have to live
together For example Im gomg up now to a meeting of the

Calforma Republican commuttee and weve got to handle a
Tiberal didate and an wultr

vative. Im gowng to urge
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them to accept the liberal because weve got to work together
We [the Republicans] are a minonty party in Calforma and we
cant afford to squabble amongst ourselves The art of politics
1s the art of compromuse If I can get a whole loaf Il take ft If
not I'll take half rather than lose 1t all
I What would Goldwater do about the Cuban situation?
D Well its there now and well just have to Iive with 1t.
I The Berlin Wall?
D Hewonttear it down Iknow hum very well
I Socaal Secunty?

D Weve had it for a long ttme Its part of our system
Thats something some of these Goldwater people dont realze
Theyre a new breed and sort of nave on things ke this They
think you can suddenly shift the whole range of govemment to
the right What they dont realize is that you can only bend 2
Iittle back away from the left

I What if Goldwater loses by a landshide?
D Well Idont thnk that will happen
1 Suppose 1t does?
D Vel then maybe the people arent ready for a change
Yes well have to try to change maybe a Ditle more to-
ward the Liberal side
The belef i compromse and bargamng the sense that
public policy 15 made 1n small steps rather than big leaps the

concern with Liatmg the opp and broadening publc
appeal and the willingness to bend a httle to capture public
support are all ck istic of the trads ! Amencan polt
tician

Hawing sketched some of the essential attnbutes of punsts
and professionals we can proceed to a closer exammation of
these two types with spectal emphasis on the purists

Winning Elections

“Ive talked to some of the Calforma delegates a aitizen
who observed the convention informed us “and I dont under
stand them at all they talk hke they dont care of we win” In
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a sense he was wrong because the delegates desperately wanted
Goldwater to win But our mformant was essentally correct i
the sense that these delegates cared more about maintaming therr
punty—“I would rather ose and be nght"™—than about winning
The essenttal element of this style 15 a devotion to principles
especially the prnciple that men m politics should have mamtain
and chensh their principles

When asked why they entered pohtics Goldwater delegates
often answered “For the same reason as any-man—prnnciples”
When ashed if the party should change some of 1ts policies 1f
Goldwater lost badly the delegates responded by reiteratmg their
devotion to principles “God no These are Amenican prnciples
these are what we stand for ” “No we want a clear pasty wluch
will represent prmeiples to the people” “Id rather stick by the
real principles this country was built on than win Popularity
snt unportant prestige 1snt unportant ats the prineiples that
matter”

Although the professionals on the other hand put a high
Prumium on populanty with the electorate there were things that
even they would not do and ways they wonld not prefer to win
A Scranton delegate 1 politics for many years n Philadelphia
pomted out that in lus white upper class ward he and hus party
had benefited from a white backlash 1ssue 1 a local election
“But we dont want that that divides the country We dont want
whites and blacks to fight 1ts not good for the country ™ A New
Jersey delegate with many years of poliical expenence did not
really like any of the candidates for the nommation and feared
that the party would fare badly at the polls if Goldwater were
nommated Yet he felt that things could happen “a whute back
Tash building up o the Negroes bave a lot of big demonstrations
mn the aities or if Vietnam blew up 1n our faces But I'd rather
lose than have those things happen 1d rather lose than have
race fights or war”

One great difference between the purists and the professionals
lay in what they considered vahid grounds for prefernng not to
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win The professionals emphasized specific unfortunate conse
quences such as race nots and war The punsts emphasized
deprtures from internal principles—such as consistency mteg
nty and standing firm—held by thewr party leaders The profes
sionals were oriented toward what mght happen to other people,
the purists toward their own consciences

Emphasizing Differences

An mmportant p of the Gold style was the
guding principle that the parties ought to be different The
maintenance of wide and sharp differences between the parties
was seen as a fundamental purpose of engaging in polhcs As
an enthusiastic woman from New Jersey put 1t I think every
thing should be an sue awvil nights should be an 1ssue Cuba
should be an 1ssue This 1s the first time a campargn wall be on
1ssues I thmk ats wonderful Its just ternble the way personality
has been in politics like hennedy winning on his hair and tecth
and Nixon losing because there was a shadow on his chin
It s ndiculous

Hence when Goldwater supporters were asked whether they
should balance the ticket with a Liberal as Vice President they
replied “We dont want a blurred 1mage we ve been a me too
party for too long Ve want to take a clear posttion ™ If 1 order
to provide clear differences between the parties the Republicans
lost that was all night For "even 1if the party loses at least we
have presented a clear alternative to the people At least well
have a strong party " What is meant by “strong™® “Cohesive
united on prnaiples ” The chorus of Goldwater purists rose 10 a
crescendo when they insisted in almost identical words “We
dont want to become a2 me too party we dont want to be the
same as the Democrats * There 1s a dcﬁmlc possibility therefore
that 1f they had been offered or
on wsues they would have rejected them because lhcy wanted
to be different

The ideal party of the punsts is not mercly a conservative
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1t 15 also a distinct and separat ty of o bel
s:(twydxffcr with the opposition party all down the line To ths
extent therr style merges with that of the liberal Democratic
reformers 1n some big cities who wish to see the parties represent
clear and opposing alternatives and to gamn votes only !hrfugh
appeals based on policy differences rather than on such “wra
tonal” crtena as personality party identification or ethnic
status 1t But the Goldwater punsts went even further in ther
willingness to cast aside whole groups of voters who did not
agree with them “We wont get Negro votes anyway so theres
no point 1n trymng ” “They can vote for the other party for all T
care” “We wont change our principles Just to get a few votes
from Negroes” In the same spit Barry Goldwater suggested
that people who favored the kind of government the Umted
States has had since 1932 should not vote for lum
For the professionals the desire to win 1s mtmately con
nected with the belief that a polttical party should try to get as
much support from as many diverse groups as possble In
desenibing the qualiies a Presidental candidate should have a
professional would say “He should be diplomatic He should be
able to gather support from a lot of groups undemneath hin
Thats what Eisenhower had that s what kennedy had and that s
what Johnson has You know theres one thing about pohitics
there s no such thing as second place you dont get anything for
coming 1 second
Hence the professionals were concerned with the possible

loss of 2 substantial part of the small Negro vote they had
recewved m the past “You just cant go around throwing away
votes The object of a party 1s to draw voters together to the

arty no* to push them away” A delegate from Philadelphia

s more speefic He had “nothing personal against Coldwater”

wit feared that 1f Goldwater were to run “we'll get the hell kicked

nt of us Weve been out of {state] power for ten ar twelve

rears Now were getting some of the Polish vote and the tahans

Jont treat us too bad The Jews and the Negroes go about 755 -
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aganst us but at least we get part of the Negro vote and that
helps us hold the hine in the state generally ™

To their dichotomous view of political parties and their belief
that 1ssue preferences are the only moral way to choose between
the partics the punsts added a strong desire to simplify polical
choice a party for the growth of govemment and a party agamst
a party which believes n standing up to the enemy and one
which believes in appeasement a party which believes m private
mitiative and one which wishes to stifle 1t a party of free enter
prise and a party of socialism

The destre to dichotomze and simplify found expression 1m0
ways of locating political supporters and opponents Perhaps the
most charming evample came from a Califorma delegate who
expressed the wish to see all liberals in the East and all con
servatives 1n the West Presumably then if one knew where a
man came from one could immediately discern s political
tendency Many delegates voiced the desire to divide fnend from
foe by simple cniterra and then do joyous battle

THE PRIVATIZATION OF POLITICS

We may sum up the punst style by saymng that 1t represents
a virtually complete privatization of poliics The private con
science of the Jeader—rather than hus public responsibiliies—
becomes the focal pomnt of politics Internal cnteria—possession
of devotion to and standmg up for private prmaples—become
the standards of p 1 Constituents disappear and
we are left wath a polmcal leader determinng policy on the basis
of compatibility with his private principles

From ths perspective we can better understand why Gold
water voted agamst the Civil Rights Act of 1964 despite hus
agreement wath the view that the race issue should not become
a matter of political par hip Gold s dictated
that he vo e against an Act wluch contamed two sections that he
believed violated the Constitution Although he knew that the




The 1064 Election / 181

Act would pass anyway, he was smply unwilling to sacrifice bus
private conscience in order to achieve what he agreed was the
public good Nor would he or hus supporters agree to make
rather mnocuous concessions 1 the cvil nghts plank of the
Republican platform 1 order to placate Negroes because that
would have suggested comp and ) suggests
that one has not stuck to one's principles

Once the platform became 1dentified as 2 Goldwater platform
presumably derved from careful scrutny of conscience 1t be
came a matter of principle not to permut any alteration whatso
ever even if this refusal to compromise meant rejechng im
portant segments of the party The very 1dea that the Republican
party should try to balance its hicket with a less conservative
Vice Presidential candidate was umformly regarded as 1
and despicable Such thoughts reeked of mconsistency “me
tooism” expediency and other political vices stemming from the
lack of conscience m politics

Conspreuously missing from purnst thought 1s any considera
tion of the voters The political party 1s defined entirely without
reference to the people who would have to vote for 1t 'To be sure
the punsts believed that there was a udden Republican vote
and they fully expected a huge upsurge of support as these
Americans d d that 2 party emb g their most cherished
prnaples had at last appeared on the scene But the “real
Republican party” as they were fond of caling it was far re
moved from vulgar panderng for votes 1t stood on its principles
It did not change to attract votes Voters would be attracted to
1t when people changed

One can see the privatization of politics at work when Gold
water delegates expressed ther feelings about President Johnson
and former Pres:ident Eisenh E ly hostde feelings
were voiced about both men because they were seen as trad:
tional pohticians given to compromuse Goldwaters castigation
of Johnson as a “faker™ for example was regarded by the dele
gates interviewed as accurate and appropriate "Onginally and
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agamst us but at least we get part of the Negro vote and that
helps us hold the hne m the state generally”

To thew dichotomous view of political parties and their belief
that 1ssue preferences are the only moral way %0 choose between
the parties the punsts added a strong destre to sunplify political
chotee a party for the growth of government and a party agamst
a party which believes mn standing up to the enemy and one
which believes 1n appeasement a party which believes in private
mhatve and one which wishes to stifle it a party of free enter
prse and a party of socialism

The desire to dichotomize ard simplfv found expression m
ways of locating political supporters and opponents Perhaps the
most charming example came from a Califorma delegate who
expressed the wish 1o see 1) Mberals 1n \he Eat wad 2l won
servatives m the West Presumably then i one knew where a
man came from one could immediately discern his political
tendency Many delegates voiced the desire to divide friend from
foe by simple critenna and then do Joyous battle

THE PRIVATIZATION OF POLITICS

We may sum up the punst style by saymg that s
a virtually ‘complete privatization of politics The prvate €oo
saience of the leader—rather than hus publhc responsxbdmts—-
becomes the focal pomt of politics Internal crstena—posses 108
of devotion to and standing up for private prciples—] beaom;
the standards of pohtical judg C ¢s disappear an
we are left with a political leader determining policy on the basis
of compatibility with hus private principles W

From this perspective we can better understand why Go
water voted agamst the Cinil Rights Act of 1961 despite his
agreement with the view that the race issue should not W‘:’;
2 matter of political par hip Gold s ce dietat
that he vo e against an Act which contained two sections that he
beheved violated the Constitution Although he knew that the

t represents
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Act would pass anyway he was simply unwillng to sacnfice b
private conscience m order to achieve what he agreed was the
public good Nor would he or s supporters agree to make
rather wnmocuous concessions 1 the evil nghts plank of the
Republican platform m order to placate Negroes because that
would have suggested comp and comp suggests
that one has not stuck to one's principles

Once the platform became 1dentified as a Goldwater platform
presumably derived from careful scrutiny of conscience 1t be
came a matter of principle not to permit any alterabon whatso
ever even 1f this refusal to comprommse meant rejecting im
portant segments of the party The very 1dea that the Republican
party should try to balance its ticket with a less conservatve
Vice Presidential candidate was uniformly regarded as immoral
and despicable Such thoughts reeked of inconsistency “me
toousm” expethency and other poliacal vices stemming from the
lack of conscience m politics

Conspieuously mssing from punist thought 15 any considera
tion of the voters The political party 15 defined entirely without
reference to the people who would have to vote for 1t To be sure
the pursts believed that there was a hidden Republican vote
and they fully expected a huge upsurge of support as these
Amertcans discovered that a party embracing thewr most cherished
principles had at last appeared on the scene But the “real
Republican party as they were fond of calling 1t was far re
moved from vulgar pandenng for votes It stood on 1ts prnciples
It did not change to attract votes Voters would be attricted to
1t when people changed

One can see the pivatization of polities at work when Gold
water delegates expressed their feelings about President Johnson
and former President Ewsenhower Laxtremely hostile feehngs
were voiced about both men because they were seen as trad:
tonal poliicians given to compromise Goldwaters castigation
of Johnson as a “faker ™ for example was regarded by the dele
gates mterviewed as accurate and approprate “Ongnally and
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ustorcally ” a delegate told us “Johnson was a conservatve
but hes willing to do thmgs to change to stay m power This
shows weakness of character ”

The punsts did not thmk 1t appropriate for a man to act
differently as President than as Senator If a public official need
consult only lus private conscience of course there should be
Lttle change in hus actons 1n different offices If Johnson acted
differently m the two offices this could only be beeause “he has
no principles LBJ 15 & consummate poliician He 15 incon
sistent and ] Gold: was diff “He doesnt talk
from both sides of his mouth

If the essence of poliics 15 to be found 1n the relationship
between leaders and their principles rather than between leaders
and constituents one would ask quite different questions and
give much different answers to quentes about the positions taken
by candidates When we asked delegates about Goldwaters
position on racial matters the pumsts would always respond by
saymg that Goldwater hxmself was not bigoted They knew the
exact percentage of employees in the Gold p t store
m Phoentx who were non Caucasians and pomted thh prde to
this statistic as evid of their candid: bl
toward Negroes There was no mention of what Goldw ater might
do as President there was no understandmg that the public role
of a Presidential aspirant nught be of interest The Negro dele
gates we interviewed to be sure could not have cared less about
Goldwaters personal predilections [hey wanted to know what
he would do for Negroes in his capacity as Present of the
Unuted States That Goldwater shared his supporters perspectine
became evident dunng the campaign when he asked 1f Negroes
would not rather have a President who dealt with race relahons
as a matter of conscience than as a political football Since these
days pohtical achion 1s & major method of redressing Negro
grievances 1t 1s not surpnising tha* Goldwater faled to get his

pted as a sub for favorable Presidential

action.
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The privatization of politics leads to a fundamentalist ap
proach to polties Problems are dealt with by stating ones first
principles and assuming that they must be relevant to whatever
1s5ue 15 at hand One gets no sense whatsoever that Goldwater
punsts approached problems and nquired how special circum
stances might be taken into account 1n order to achieve desirable
results ‘The prag spint 13 completely lacking Indeed the
punsts mamfested amazingly hittle interest 1n specific 1ssues In
our mterviews at the convention we simply could not get them
to tall about anything concrete unless references to welfare
statism and too much government are considered specific replies
The punsts did express strong belief in the 1mportance of bemng
mterested 1 1ssues but this was not reflected m ther own
wnterests mn specific 1ssues

WHY THE REPUBLICAN PARTY
NOMINATED BARRY GOLDWATER

Republicans i 1964 did not first sett'e upon a grand strategy
and then lock around for a candidate to carry 1t out The strategy
was adopted from the beginmng by those within the party who
frst decided to advance the Gold didacy By choosmg
Coldwater at the national convention the Republican party
thereby chose Goldwaters strategy of sharp and general oppe
sttion to the bent D 1c ad ration on such mat
fers as government mtervention 1n the economy the extension
of government sponsored welfare and medtcal benefits and the
use of the powers of the Federal government to further the
cause of cvil nghts Goldwater expressed 1t 10 Phoenix in Janu
ary 1964

After asserting that a majonty of Republicans believe “m the
essential emphasis on mdwvidual iberty ” he d
“I have been spelling out my position now for ten years 1 the
Senate for years before that here 1n my own state I wall
spell 1t out even further 1n the months to come I was once
asked what Jmnd of Republican I was 1 rephed that I was
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nat @ me too Republican That still holds T will not change
my beliefs to win sates Iwill offer a choice not an echo ™1
¥ thus sirategy for victary was transprently untenable and
IS)cn:n?r Co'ld\\ aters showing i the public opinion polls and
f
! * I nee primanes ind:ff how did the Repub-
iIc1n party come to nominate lum?

There are five prinespa! reasons for Goldwaters success i
his exmpaign for the nomination the weakness of his opposition
within the Republican party the lack of hierareucal control
within state Republican orgnizations President Johnsons im
mense populinty and L bility  Gold! 5 own
strength among Republican party professionals and the unusual
wmflux of political amateurs—almost all favorng Goldwater—mto
Republican polities

Tsst there was the weakness of Goldwaters opposition

within the Republican party For the first tune i thirty years
d Republ didate who was botn

there was no p
popular with the voters and willing to contest the normnation

actively There was a fatal flaw for example 1 the candidacy
of Nelson A Rockefeller As eich new ncdent unfolded n
Governor Rockefellers pnivate Lfe—lus divorce his 1ag
and the birth of Nelson A Rochefeller jr just days before the
Califorma primary—Hhis Presidential candidacy became less and
less promising '

Henry Cabot Lodge who won the early bird New Hampshire
primary as a write m candidate with 35% of the vote and who
showed write 1n strength m the Massachusetts Tewas Ilinois
and Nebraska pnmanes refused to resign hus ambassadorship to
Vietnam 1 order to come home to campasgn This may hwe cost
hum the Oregon pnimary, which he lost narrowly to Rochefelter
Lodgess strategy could be defended on the grounds that he 18 an
ndifferent campaigner and hence was less likely to damage his
candidacy by lus absence On the other hand 1t cast grave doubts
upon the serousness of his interest in the nomipation To pasty
professionals these doubts seemed to have remforced pre
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exsting antipathues toward certain of Lodges personal manner
1sms and m additson many professionals still nursed resentments
over Lodge s active 1ole 1n securning Exsenhower s nommation in
1852

The attractive though mexpenenced Willam Scranton
adopted a § posture of rell But unlike Stever
son 1 1932, who was the designated successor of President
Truman Scranton could never manage to win more than quabfied
encouragement from General Exsentiower No doubt the Scranton
campaign was delayed not only by the hesitancy of the candidate
but alio by the hope that Rockefeller and Goldwater would
effectively cancel one another out i the primanes This hope
was dashed by the unexpected Rockefeller defeat 1 Califorma
By the time the Scranton campmgn got started too many people
had been otherwase commutted Only a force majeure such as
the Exsenhower blessing could have shaken the situation loose
but mstead Eisenhowers main mpact was to delay Scrantons
entry 1o the race until after the crucial Governor s Conference
In early June giwving hum less than a month to campagn before
the convention began

Fumally Richard Nixons candidacy seems to have been
bampered to a remarkable degree by lus own activities since his
narrow loss of the Presdency in 1960 In 1962, he ran for
Governor of Calforma and lost Thus by atself was bound to
create some skepticism n the minds of party leaders about
Nixons contnued populanty with the voters He then com
pounded his problem by lus 3 reaction to s defeat,
His bitter recsmmatory remarks about press coverage of the
gubematanal race were given wide pubhieity On the spot radio
and television records of this unfortunate event put a potent
weapon mto the hands of hus future political opponents Shortly
after thus debacle he gave up his utular lesdership of the
Califorma Republican party and moved his residence to New
York City where he entered prwvate law practice But unhke
Thomas E Dewey m whose steps he seemed to be fuﬂcmmg
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Nixon retamned a sufficient mterest in publie officcholding to
embark upon a fow key campmgn for the Presidency which
consnsted-—m the absence of any more tangible xcsources—of
dine Republ, of hus deological -
to all wings of the p:my and of his general abilities as an
experienced campugner and public servant These statements
were understandably rece ved with something less than enthust
asm by party leaders who had made commitments to other
candidtes but even when this was not the case as for example
at the Cleveland Governor s Conference Nixon seemed to have
created a pred: tly negative 1mp: by efforts 1 his
own behalf that could not be energetically seconded by some
1dentifiable bloc of troops at the national convention
Participation 1 Presidential primanes 1s usually the preferred
strategy of aspirants who cannot be chosen by compromuse at the
national conventions Men like Kennedy and Humphrey 1n 1960
or Goldwater and Rochefeller in 1964 actively contest many
primaries because they have to establish overwhelming support
before the conventions meet mn order to have a chance Cand1
dates ke Nixon Lodge and S however may bl
hope to be the choice of the convention after the front runners
have demonstrated that they cannot win So they stay out of the
primanies and wait to pick up the pieces This waiting strategy
proved disastrous 1n 1964 because Nelson Rockefeller was un
expectedly unable to play the role allotted to hum he failed to
defeat Goldwater 1n the California pnmary and the contest was
over before 1t was supposed to have started
In addition to the vanous flaws m the candidacies of Gold
water s potental opponents the Republican party 1 1964 on 2
state by state basis was somewhat more loosely organized than
usual Normally state puty orgamzations are umfied by
cumbent Governors Without the centrahzing forces of state
ge and coherent party leadership embodied by a man m
the Govemmors chair state parties tend to fragment nto local
or I jurisd which can be played off one

P
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agamst another by astute aspwants for the Presidential nomimna
ton The lack of strong leadership at the state level also means
that a set of Presidential preferences and strategres for pursuing
them 15 less Iikelv to be worked out mn advance and agreed upon
by all elements of the state party Decentralized state parties
thus become happy hunting grounds for earlv starters mn the
Presidential sweepstakes They can move mto & vacuum make
alliances and recewve commtments and build delegate strength
from the ground up

There were Republican state leaders i 1964 who wmnced at
the thought of a disastrous defeat 1n November but there were
fewer such leaders than there might have been precisely because
the Repubhcans are a mnonty party There were only sixteen
Republican Govemors at the Republican Convention (See the
table on p 188 ) The advantages to Goldwater s early candidacy
under these circumstances are obvious Governors might have
had sufficiently hierarchical control over thewr delegations to keep
them from precipitously jounng the Goldwater bandwagon The
absence of central leadership on a state by state basis meant that
delegates were freer to follow ther personal preferences and also
free to weigh 1deological considerations more heavily than they
could have if they had been responsible to a leader who would
suffer badly if Republicans were defeated for state offices

Thus factor may contmnue to weigh heawily m the future
There has been a httle noticed but important secular dechine 1
the number of Governorships that are up for election m years
dunng which Presidents are also running for office as the table
on page 188 indicates From a starting pont of thirty three gov
emorships that were open to election m 1944 the number will
declme to twenty five 1n 1968 Many states are changmg the two
year gubernatorial term to a four year term and are providing
for the gubematonal election m the middle of the Presidents
term of office Thus 15 intended to 1solate gubernatonal elections
from national electoral currents But it may also mean that the
number of state delegations to national party conventions con
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trolled by Governors wall decrease ay the motivation of Covernors
to protect their own fortunes by findinz popular Prestdential
candidates alio decreases This trend thus far has had its most
pronounced effect upon the Republicin party shere the aumber
of Republicin Governors up for election in Presidential years has
dechined from twenty In 1941 to seven in 1981 (Sce the table
onp 159)

Decline in the humber of Republican Covernors in OTce During
Presidential Llection Years (Lxcluding Hawail and Alnka)

Mumber of
Year Republican Covemors
1941 26
1918 2%
1052 5
1950 b4
1960 14
1964 10
-

Decline in the Number of Gubernatorial Elections 1n Presidential
Election Years {Lxeluding Hawaii and Alaska)

Aumber of
Year El. ctions
1913 33
1948 31
1952 a1
1956 31
1060 27
1964 20

1968 25
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Dechine 1 the Number of Republican Governors Up for Election
1 Presidential Election Years {Excluydmg Alaska and Hawan)

Number of
Year Republican Governors
Up for Election
1944 20
1948 15
1952 15
1956 16
1960 u
1964 7

souvrce World Almanac 1944 1948 1932 1956 1960 1964

Another factor which helps to explam the nommaton of
Senator Goldwater was the strength of the Democratie party
Tir 1964 Teasonable Repubhcens might well have asked them
selves whether the nomination of their party was worth fighting
for or whether it was 1 the words of one Eastern hiberal dele
gate “a ticket on the Titanic  Less than a year before a Demo
cratic President had been martyred John F Kennedy s hawhine
margm of victory m 1960 suddenly had been replaced as a point
of reference by a massive bipartisan wave of sympathy remorse

and pective populanty foll g hus 13 Ken
nedys chosen successor Lyndon ]ohnson had had only e\ght
months on the job and by astute g2 he had prol

fus honeymoan with Congress the press and the people 18 These
factors had to be added to the normal advantages which accrue
to Democrats by virtue of their majonty of supporters and to
incumbent Presidents because of their access to publieity their
command of the resources of the entire government for political
Purposes and the vanous emotional linkages of the populace
with them—feelings of dependency demands for “secunty ” and
50 on—a'l of which were no doubt magnfied by the hennedy
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assissintion The universal expectation that no Republican cands
date had much of a chince of beating Ivndon Johnson also
reduced the persuasiveness of the usual argument that the Repub-
liewn party should put up a populir candidate who mignt win
Goldwater s opponents had to content themselves with the weaker
argument that another condidate might lose by less

The belief that the Republican party was bound to lose the
election opened up the possibility of using the conflict over the
nommation as a means of gamng control of the varous state
parties Party leaders still cared about winming, but their notion
of the relevant contest changed Wherever Goldwater had strong
support among Republican activists opposing party fictions could
be beaten down n the name of support for him Had there been
a popular candidate to oppose Goldwater the opposition might
have deeided to fight the battle around this champion In the
arcumstances however they were faced in many states wath the
choice of Goldwater or nothing Some Republican leaders as was
apparently the case with Charles Perey in Illinois deexded to try
to mantam thesr mfluence wathin the party by rolling with the
Goldwater tide and thus lwing to fght another day This 1s
preaisely what Governor DiSalle of Ohio did m 1960 when a
hostile faction of the Democratie party threatened to use John F
Rennedys populanty as a club with which to beat lim By
supporting hennedy he was able to hold at bay lus opponents
within the party

In addition Goldwaters own strength among Republican
party professionals should be recalled Goldwater had been buld
g a base of support at the Republican grass roots for some
time He was chairman of the Republican Senatorial C:
Commuttee for the elections of 1956 1960 and 1962 After the
1960 election while Richard Nixon was pinned down in Cah
fornia and Governor Rockefeller was engrossed i domestic
problems he became the most active party leader on the national
banquet circmt helping to raise money for local candidates and
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parties and not medentally widenmg still further lus acquamtance
with state and local party leaders Furthermore there 1s no doubt
that he struck a responsive chord with many of these leaders
not only b he 15 p ity ot g and likeable but
also because he expressed many of their own views on pubhe
policy

Finally there 15 the factor of d parhesp
m poltics By slow merements the 1mage of poliicians m this
country as cymeal mampulators devoid of mterest i pubhe
policy 1s giving way to a more complicated desenphion m which
practicality and patronage are mixed with idealism and 1ssue
orentation * In an era of economic prospenty and great oppor
tumties 1n the private sector recrutment mto politscal involve
ment and leadership 1s hound to contam a more mmportant
component of issue onentation than would be true when the
government 15 a major source of direct mcome through the dis
tnbution of jobs and favors 1 In fact a lugh degree of interest
1 party politics usually 15 associated with a high level of polinical
wformation and strong policy pref Among Republ
political activists even allowing for diversity of opmon these
preferences can 1 general be characterized as defimitely con
servative and apparently, on a very large number of 1ssues as
mote conservative than the views not anly of Democratic activists

but also of ordinary ctizens who classify themselves as habstual
Repubhican voters 1

P 1on of Gold s ion does not fully
account for what others saw at the Repubhean National Conven

ton a Jand of amateur take over of the Republican party The
journalist Murray Rempton commented at the time “The Gold

water forces seem n fact to have captured a number of state
conventions with the device of mass amateur mflux which Dewey
and Henry Cabot Lodge used to seze so many Southern states
from Taft i 1952 A mountam state Repubhican Senator swho
bad assumed that he would be lus delegation s favonte son was
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shocked to find that his state convention halelected a Ga'd vater
delegite shte “There were people at the comention e said
that Ive never seen before =

One assumption underlving thie ider of amateur takr over
scems to be that profeswonal politicians would never if 1Mt to
their own devices hwe supported a candidite who pon ed to
be as weak as Goldwater Eaen if they entertained small hope
of winning the Presidency  these poiticrans hid a stake in the
presenvation of party competition further down on the ballat
where the right ewndulite for the Dresidency could at feast
attenuate the effects of the Johnson coattail Such considerations
it 1s suggested e bound to be less salient to amateurs who
are more likely to value ideological purity above all other con
siderations

But the 1961 Republican Convention is not good evidence
for this notion Reguliw Republican activasts mav will have
preferred Goldwater anyway on ideologictl grounds In addition
there was no doubt an influx of amateurs into the state conven
tions which helped tumn the tide in his favor County Chummen
certainly represent an important part of the activists of the
Republican party An Associated Press poll of Repubhican County
Charmen taken in Apnl 1961 showed that 722 chose Goldwater
as their personil preference compared to 301 for Nixon ! But
the nature of the activists at the conventions may have chonged
somewhat In the state of Washington for example Coldwater
forces won control by the simple expedient of showmg up and
being elected precinct delegates when nobody else wanted the
jobs F Clfton White headed a secret commuttee which un
doubtedly tried sumlar maneusers in other states but we do not
know to what extent they were suceessful 3 One clue miy be
found by determining the proportion of delegates whe were at
the Goldwater convention but not at previous comentions

We are accustomed to rending about new faces at national
conventions Each election year so it seems some leading polity
cian well known to members of the press 1s wrhed to discover
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that Tus delegation has been taken over by strangers Tndeed at
the Republican conventions of 1952 and 1956—one a hard fought
contest among factions of the out party the other a love feast
dedicated to the tion of an bent-—a majonty of
the regular delegates had mot served at the previous conven
ton ¢ Nevertheless the Bepublican Convention of 1964 was
extraordinary ‘74.3% of the delegates had not been at etther of
the two preceding conventions Thus the proportion of new faces
was high and so also we may surmuse was the number of
amateur persons moved by passionate conviction and selatively
msensitive to demands for compromise or the necessihies of team
play with copartisans whose general orientation to politics or
whose policy preferences differed from their own

The question anses as to whether the Goldwater delegates
were a special breed of activist who came out 1 1964 to support
their hero or whether as we believe they are representative of
a large proportion of Republican activists Tt 1s ¢lear that Repub-
lican activists have been more conservative than Republican
voters at Jeast since 1952 In that year the Gallup orgamzation
polled both County Chairmen and ordmary Republican voters
While the actwist Chamrmen preferred Taft aver Etsenhower hy
61% to 31% the voters preferred Fisenhower by 46% to 31%
for Taft"s That nothwg has changed since then 15 made clear
by a companson of the preferences of County Charmen m
1964 with the voters ;n the New Hampshire Republican pn
mary In this cise Goldwater recewved 48% of the preferences
of the party professionals he recerved only 22% of the Republican
votes " When the 1960 Republican delegates were queried about
therr preference m 1964 Goldwater was far and away the strong
est candidate *? A companson of the Goldwater and Rockefeller
slites of delegates in Calforma-* gives us no reason to believe
that the Goldw ater people were novices to the Republican party
On the contrary 41% of the Gold slate had attended p
national conventions compared with 21% of the Rockefeller people __
The Goldwater men averaged shghtly greater years of actwve
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service to the Republican party (16 to 15) and far more of them
held an official party position m the state (61% to 39%) than did
the supporters of Nelson Rockefeller Taken together with Me-
Closky s poll of 1958 Republcan delegates and voters these data
suggest that Goldswater s nommation was but another manifesta
tion of a histonical trend in which Repubhcan voters have become
much mo-e mod m thewr pref than Republ
activists

Let us summanze our analysis of why Goldwater won the
Republican nomination by talang a close look at the state delega
tions that supported and opposed lum A major part of the
explanation we believe lLes 1n the underlymg commutment of a
substantial proportion of Republican actwvists to strong conserva
tive views On top of this we have argued there was some
iwfusion of new conservative actvists mto the party in several
states Fmally there were sphts within the ranks of the moderate
and Lberal Republicans and they relied on a weak reed in
Nelson Rockefeller to defeat Goldwater 1 the primanies The
table that follows tells most of the story ™ The exstence of

Percent of Vote Taft Suing Progressie

for Conservatives States! States- States®
1952 83 6% 18 6% 130%
1964 93 1% 92 8% 16 0%

23 states for Taft and Goldwater

12 states agamst Taft but for Goldwater

13 states agamnst Taft and Goldwater
persistent conservative tend 1s trcally d d
by the fact that Goldwater carried all but one of the twenty
three states that Taft had won m 1952 In addition Goldwater
won back the three states (Texas Lowsiana and Georgia) that
Taft had lost to Eusenhower 1z therr famous credentials Sght
‘What this shows 1s that when Republican conservatwes have a
candidate he can count on a good deal of support In order to
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wm | Gold had to turn Eisenhower majorities nto
Goldwater majorities 1 nine swing states Cahifornia Colorado
Delaware Towa kansas Missount Ollahoma, Washington, and
Wyommg The poll data make 1t clear that Goldwater would not
have won the primary i Calforma had he run agamst Lodge
instead of Rochefeller 2 Goldwater s capture of the border states
of Musours Oklahoma and (to some extent) Delaware may
Tepresent two phenomena the impact of the race 1ssue and the
milux of conservatives wta weak Republican party arganwzatons
We know that Goldwater backers orgamzed to prevail in Wash
mgton and they may have done the same m Colorado Iowa
Wyommg and kansas While it 15 difficult to give a precise
estimate of the exact importance of each of the various factors
we have mentioned 1t does appear that the conservatism of
Republ activists provided a strong base from which to
consoldate gams mn the South and make mcremental advances
m the Mid and Far West When jomed to Rockefeller s weakness
i Calif the combination was 1r bl

CAMPAIGN STRATEGIES

Fought between a politrcal punist and a traditional politician
the 1964 election campaign was most peculiar by recent Amencan
standards Questions of personality and morality—did Goldwater
lack responsibility and Johnson ntegrityP—seemed to dommate
the campaign For the first time m many years the Republicans
made more appeals based on party identification than did the
Democrats The change m direction that this represented for
professional Republicans was not accomplished without cost
Many Negro delegates to the Republican National Convention
expressed dismay at the turn of events so did party leaders and
candidates from the urban Northeast who were beaten back n
attempts to strengthen the civil nights plank of the platform and
to mnsert a plank enticizing “extremism
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The Golduater Strategy

Senator Goldwater throughout the platform battle and there
after adhered to an p g line with impressive fdelity
He and his alhes withstood all attempts to amend the platform
from the floor As lus runnmg mate Goldwater “balanced” hus
ticket by choosing a man almost as conservative as he 35 Repre-
sentative Willam E Mller of New York. And when the time
came to bind up his partys wounds and umte 1t for action
agamst the D tuch 15 one trad 1 f of the

P peech—Senator Gold spoke these words (seem
ingly to his fellow Republicans)

Anyone who jomns us 1 all sincenty we welcome Those those
who do not care for our cause we dont expect to jon our ranks
mn any case And let our Repubhicanssm so focused and so ded:
cated not be made fuzzy

Immedsately thereafter came his famons allusion to the platform
battle

1 would remind you that extremusm 1n the defense of liberty 15
no vice

And let me remind you also that moderation m the defense of
Justice 1s no virtue 31

Throughout the pagn, the Gold Mller ticket con
tinued to differentiate tself sharply even from those Democratic
pohicies likely to be favored by audiences the candidates were
addressing On Labor Day Rep Muller d liber
alized immigration polictes m South Bend Indiana an industrial

heawily populated with Tt and thexr child;
Before the Amencan Political Science Association on September
11 Senator Goldwat d the Sup Court of the United
States as among, the three branches of the government *least
faithful to the constitutional tradition of hmited government and
to the prmnciple of legiimacy m the exeraise of power™ On
September 16 1n Knoxville Tennessee Senator Goldwater sard
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“I know that you know and most of you share my faith in private
mitiative and private enterprise Now what I said with
respect to TVA 15 within the general framework of that philoso
phy and 1 stand by 1t” Two days later, 1 the economcally

Appalachian region he attacked the Ad 100
poverty program as “phony ~ “cymecal ” and “mresponsible” and
called for free enterpnse to combat poverty At the Natonal
Plowing Contest in North Dakota Goldwater saxd that “a gradual
decline would be good for you™ 1 farm price supports Contrast
this last statement with a more conventtonal Republican cam
paign General Exsenhower s pledge at this came gathering dunng
the 1952 campaign to work for farm pnce supports at 100% of
Pmty'&!

Another atypical feature of the Goldwater campaign was hus
unequivocal bid for support from the South and hs forthnght
sacnifice of Negro votes Whereas Vice President Nixon did Ius
best m 1980 to appeal to both Southerners and Negroes 3* Gold
water s campaign was marked by attacks on the Supreme Court
remnders that he had voted agamst the Cival Rights Act of 1964
because he beheved sections of the hill were unconstitutional
and p that a Gold Prend would restore “law
and order” m the streets and would not tolerate cival disobed:
ence and d rabons of a kind d by many of s
Lsteners with the cvil nghts _movement 3 In all of these par
ticylars Senator Gold d a sharp de
parture from Republican tachcs of the recent past

There can be Lttle doubt that m addition to lus unimpeach
ably conservative voting record in Congress Goldwater made a
general appeal based on 1declogical considerations laymg em
phasis upon 1ssues of morality and nightness “in your heart” and
on complants about an umdentifiable malaise m Amerncan so
ciety These sorts of appeals can be contrasted with the 1den
tification of specific 1ssues the making of promises about the
content of policies and the suggestion of concrete steps to be
taken Thus latter approach can be used when there 1s a specific
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coalition of interest groups to be put together But Senator Gold
water took a novel public posture with respeet to interest groups
“If 1 had to cater to every special interest in the country to get
elected Iwouldntwant the job 7%

The campaign speeches of Barry Coldwater are a testimonial
to tho extraordinary importance he assigned to political style
One would have to go far to find another candidate so insistent
that people not vote for lum if they did not share his views
Rarely has so much attention been given to these sorts of reasons
for supporting a candidate Let us t1ke one major speech (which
epitormizes this approach) delivered at a rally at Madison Square
Garden and obscrve the overwhelming emphasis on matters of
indmdual style

Goldwater began by saping that altheugh he knew what
statements would get lim the most votes he was not going to
make them

I cant help wondering if youve asked why my campaign is what
itis

1 wonder my fellow Americans if you think I dont know what
views would be most popular Do you thunk I dont know what
labor wants to hear what management what housewives
and diplomats and white-collar workers want to hear?

Do you honestly think after all these years m poliics that 1

dont know the easy ways to get votes? The promises to make?
The subjects to talk about—and the ones to avord? Well 1 do!

He then proceeded to tell hus audtence why he didnt “take the
easy way ™

Furst of all 1f I just went around telling people what they wanted
to hear 1d sound like Lyndon Banes Johnson And I shll thinl
the American people are entitled to a choice

But more important 1if I had to cater to every special interest
the country to get elected Iwouldnt want the job
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Like many of his followers Goldwater was a political purist who
objected to tellng people what they wanted to hear, catenng to
“spectal mterests ™ or bemg Like the other party m order to gamn
populanity

As 2 political punst, Goldwater was careful about the Jand
of peaple who should and should not support lun The Naz: and
Fascist types the Communists and left wing radicals are cl&arly
beyond the pale Goldwater also excluded “the lazy dole happy
people who want to feed on the frunts of somebody else's labor”
and people who believe 1n promuses and those “who are willing
to beheve that C can be dated " Most re
vealing for our purposes was his characterization of the people
he believed would vote for lum

People who take the trquble to reread thoughtfully the Declara

tion of Independ and the C of the Umted States
will vote for me

People who have leamed to be suspicious of neverending prom
1ses of something for nothing™—they wall vote for me

People who have the courage and the mntelligence to lsten to
the truth and think about it People whose votes cant be bought
They'll vote for me

People who are sick to death of poltticians commg out 1n favor
of happmess and declanng war on misery People who are fed
up with so called leaders of govemnment promising to leguslate
worry out of existence People who wll histen for a Lttle while

to such p vote grabbing demagoguery and say “Ba
loney " They'll vote for me

But most of all 1t will be the people who know that something
must be done 28

Goldwater thought that the people who would vote for hum
were not merely those who agreed with um on specific issues
Rather they would be the people who hark back to funda
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mental principles such as may be found in the pation's vencrable
documents people who arc suspicious of promises who have
courage who are “sick to death of politiclns” and who know
that something must be done

The Democratic Strategy

If Senator Goldwaters nomination was unexpected and his
campugn strategy unorthodox the Democrilic strategy was a
model of orthodoxy and scarcely nceds either desenption or
explanation

Most of the resources availble to President Johnson have
already been mentioned incumbency the halo effect that re
sulted from the trauma of his predecessors assissination and
that undoubtedly prolonged his honeyw with the press and
with Congress nnd hus leadership of what after all is the ma
Jonty party

Johnson s mam problem standing in hus way when he sought
the nommation i 1960 was the fact that he is from the South
Indeed labor and eivil nights groups nad opposed even hus nom
nation as Vice President i that year3? But the passage of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 with lus vigorous support served as no
honeyed words alone could possibly have served to underscore
to hberal Democrats that Johnson understood the necessities of
the times as they und, d them and dc d that he was
ready like President Truman and Adla Stevenson before hum
to sacrifice the demands of the South where they conflicted with
the demands of the rest of the Democratic coaktion

The Democratic Convention of 1964 seated representatives
of the predorunantly Negro Freedom Democratic party of Mis
stssipp1 1n a Whate House approved compromise Television view
ers whose memones ran back to the 1960 convention remembered
Joseph Rauh a prommnent leader of the Liberal Americans for
D tic Actrion and delegate from the District of Columbia
‘When the word went out that Senator John kennedy wanted
Lyndon Johnson for hus runmng mate Rauh seized the nearest
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to be called an extremust when be leads s party far from post
tions 1t has pr ly Ily if the new position 15
far from where the voters are Coldwa!er raised the morality
sssue and by using the Bobby Baker episode tried to undermine
Johnson If one believes that politics should be concerned wth the
private conscience of the poliical leader and his stock of basic
prneiples as the Coldwater people did then the mora]xty of the
didate prme 1mp The p
15 duatel d d as ! by virtue of hus usual prac-
tices He 15 immoral because he alters hus policies to st different
constituencies Even when the politcian hangs onto his funda
mental posttion but gives a little to assure 2 wider consensus he 1s
immoral because of his inconsistency and vacllation Because
Lyndon Johnson epitomized the practeing pohtician famed for
tus love of bargaming Lation and his
Lty was q ble for the pohitical pursts
There 15 still another way in which concentration on political
style made morality a central focus of the campaign Goldwater
punists believed that diculties facng Amernica particularly m
foreygn affars were due to forces largely within the control of
leaders They thought that if the leaders of the United States had
the night appmach if they stood up for what they believed and
ples with suffi force most of the ma
tions problems would be solved This was presumably what Gold
water meant when he said that he had a “rational solution” to
the Cold War without specifying what it was or when he insisted
that our foreign policy difficulties are not complex but simple
if the world situation was not exactly rosy therefore the blame
lay with immoral leaders who behaved as politictans instead of
as punsts They sold out their country because they either did
not have the nght Amencan princrples or did not stand up for
them or both From the Goldwater pomt of view one nceded
only to look at the state of the sorld to see that Amencan
political leaders were immoral Reasoning from effect to cause
the punsts would be bound to place the sumple moral test—
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does the candidate have the nght political styleP—at the heart
of a campaign taking place when decay had set mn from the re
motest Anan principabity to the nearest ity street

DISCUSSION OF ISSUES

Although the candidates m 1964 were not subjected to the
fand of abuse that was typical of the early days of the Amencan
republic one has the impression that there was mare personal
vilification than i the past decade or two Of greater inportance
for our purposes however, 1s the undoubted fact that m a cam
paign m which the parties were further apart on issues than they
have been 1 our time at least smce 1938 and possibly i this
century, there was relatvely hittle discussion of 1ssues Certamly
the exstence of wide and deep policy differences did not as has
sometimes been thought lead durectly to a campaign focusing on
specific 1ssues Why not?

Perhaps when candidates are virtually identical m thew
views there 1s httle else for them to talk about except differences
m their respective personalities When they are too far apart dis
cussion also turns on personal b 1ssue daff are
generalized to differences in basic values When they are mod
erately far apart, separated by margmal but real dufferences on
the 1ssues the possibility for discussion may be at ats hnghest
point For the parties are then far enough apart to make debates
meanmgful and yet close enough together so that a real dilogue
15 possible Both the candidates and attentive publics can under
stand what a margmel change from one proposal to anotfer mght
mean

The expenence of the 1964 Presidential campmgn suggests
that the old proposit the greater the d on ssue
, Positians  the greater the discussion-of specific 1ssues—might be
xeylaeed wath a new bypqtheﬂs Duscussion of wssues vanes di
rectly with mod & g on 1ssues and m
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versely with the extremes of total agreement or total disagree
ment Such has been the situation in France where election
campaigns typically involve disagrecments among the parties
closest to cach other and Lttle or no direct confrontations among
the parties furthest apart in idcology *°

THE FUTURE

The custence of a political elite 1n a position to control 2
major national party which holds views widely at vanance both
with the general voting population and its own followers presents
a major political problem 1n the Umted States Goldwater s nomi
nation and defeat was merely a sign of an old problem but one
which has been hidden by the normal operation of the party
system What are some of the consequences for Amenican po
Lircal parties?

One possibility 15 that the Repubhcan party will return to
1ts previous course and seek out popular candidates whose mod
erate views will mve 1t a chance to win Presidential elections
If on the other hand the Goldwater movement 15 not a tem
porary aberration but represents a profound cusrent withm the
Republican party we cannot expect that the moderates and
liberals 1n the party will automatically gamn control sunply be
cause Goldwater lost badly Nearly a majonty of party actvists
may now support the political tendency that Goldwater repre
sents 41 While 1t 1s always possible that they will alter their be
havior if the chances of defeating these conservatives are to be
consistently hugh they will have to be challenged by a rival
moderate elite willing to engage m the daily tasks of political
orgamzation The vast majonty of Republican votes m 1964
of course were traditional Republicans who would undoubtedly
support almost any candidate of their party

Goldwater supporters were saymg after it was all over that
the twenty six milkon people who voted for their man constituted
an endorsement of nght wmng Republicansm But Goldwaters
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total represented a declne of over seven milhon m the vote for
the Republican candidate simce 1960 and was a stunming sixteen
million fewer than voted for the winner (By way of contrast
Lyndon Johnson received the largest percentage of the major
party vote m any twentieth century Presidential election ) Stu

dents of messiame movements and of other orgamizations heavily
dependent upon faith rather than rational ealeulation as a method
of achieving mternal cohesion would not be surprised at the re

action shown by the Goldwatentes *

But political parties in the Umited States cannot long survive
solely as vehicles for d lly unpopular d no matter
how passionately these doctrmes are upheld by the mmonty of
activists who believe m them Indeed after the election a clamor
among Republicans for a new image was not long in commg A
month after the election the Republican Governors met for two
days 1n Denver and 1ssued a statement endorsing civil nghts and
condemning radicalism “whether of the nght or left  Wrnting 1n
the January, 1965 1ssue of Fortune Republican Representative
Gerald R Ford of Michigan suggested that mn the House his
party abandon its pts to d plans with leaders of
the Southern Democrats 42 In spite of the misgivings of some of
Ins colleagues about the import of this article Ford rumning on
a new mage platform successfully displaced Charles Halleck of
Indiana as Republican leader of the House at the start of the
89th Congress And Barry Goldwaters hand picked chawrman of
the Republ National C Dean Burch was at the
same time forced out of office His successor Ray Bliss of Ohuo
1s preemumnently a rational calculatmg orgamzation pohticran
who 15 used to testing his 1 pref agamst politcal
realities

To an outside observer the lesson of this election for Re
publicans seems to be remarkably clear a question remawmed as
to who within the Republican party would be charged with mter
preting that lesson Normally this task falls to officeholders of
the defeated party No one could believe on the record of their
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past performance and preferences that the elevation to leadership
of Mr Ford and Mr Bliss heralded a drastic leftward turn in
the policies espoused by the leaders of the Republican party
However both men recogmzed the need to stnke a bargamn with
reality Whether merely giving ground before popular sentiment
will be enough to transform the Republican party from a mmornity
to a majonty party may be doubted but such a leadership 15
capable of attracting a larger share of the voting population than
candydates nd leaders who are lhng even to
that much

1t may be that some pro Goldwater Republicans recogmzed
that therr chances of winning the election were shm but believed
that even a debacle 1n 1964 would enhance their long run chances
of controlling the Republican party and in possibly pushing po
htical drlogue 1n this country to the nght Judgmg from the
actity of the 89th Congress and from the tendency of pohtical
prties to cohere around elected officeholders rather than de
feated candidates this seems to have been a gross miscaleulation

The posstbility cannot be ruled out that the Republican prty
will continue to nomnate conservatives ke Goldwater and will
continue to lose badly A noted study of state party systems has
shown that when onc party dommates the political scene and
to election there 15 a strong
tendency for voters to move mto the primanes of this party n
order to gamn some mfluence over its decisions #* The mmonty
party loses its moderates and becomes the preserve of the die
hards Hence 1t becomes increasingly difficult for a candidate who
mmght appeal to the whole electorate to win nommation m the
mumonty party As the majonty party grows in relative size and
importance 1t becomes more diverse at the same time the weak
ness of the opposition removes a powerful wcentive to majority
party cohésion

Should this vision of the future materialize we can expect
an end to a competiive two party system In ats place we will
have a modified one party system with a domunant Democratic
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/party As &Qeaders find that therr potential for controlling policy
decisions has es ormously 1ncreased they may also discover that
therr capacity for umed action has precipitously decreased due
to vastly fied nternal fact 1 The Republican party
much dimimished m size will find that 1ts greater potential for
umty 15 accompanied by a drastically reduced capacity to get
its preferences translated mto government policy It will have
gamed cohesion m exchange for impotence The 1964 election
may yet turn out to be a dusaster for conservative Republicans
and a Pyrrhuc victory for liberal Democrats

At the same time 1t must be remembered that the Republican
party scored an impressive victory m the 1968 elections In part
this victory appears magmified by the extent of thewr defeat
1964 But m any event the Republicans did snap back m 1966
winning several key governorships and regaming much of the
strength they had lost 1n the House of Representatives

The results have important consequences for the 1968 Prest
dential election The larger the number of Republican governors
the greater the chance that a2 moderate candidate will be nom
nated This follows not only because of the moderation of most
of the governors but because governors in general have a stake
mp g the el 1 ch of their party They also have
the resources to control delegates who might otherwise vote their
own 1deological preferences But whether or not 1966 will be
looked upon as a sigmficant break n the trend toward continual
dimmnution of Republican strength or merely a nunor deviation
will depend on whether Republicans are able to find attractive
candidates tn 1968 and future years

Despite the results of the 1966 elections and various measures
within the Republican party to mend the damage caused by Sena
tor Goldwaters candidacy the events and efforts may be insyf
Bcient to prevent an effective shift 1n this country to a one and
one half party system a shift that has been 1n the makung for
some time ¢ While this may be a deplorable deselopment to
defenders bf a vigorous two party system the health of the sys
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tem depends ultimately upon the capacity of the two patiet to
agree on most fssues and at the marging to offer alternatives
attractise to slightly different companents of the population This
makes for disagreement on live fssues not on {ssues already
settled and part of an overriding nation1l contensus There seems
to be little incentive for voters to reward with public oTee an
out paty that fails to seck new opportunities to appeal to the
preferences of voters

In any event a serious problem for Republicans is whether
the opportunity sill soon arise for them to capture the loyalties
of enough voters to return them to power for any lengthy period
of time Ve are speaking now not of a momentary aberration but
of the creation of long term party loyalues The great historic
opportunties for the creation of party loyalty seem to have been
associited to a certain cxtent with domestic. disasters but even
more important with the entry into suffrage of great numbers of
sumilrly situated people The prospects for civil war seem dim
we are now growing accustomed to the role of the government
1n putting a floor on many aspects of the cconomy which hereto-
fore were capable of combinming and producing drastic depres
sions And so the Republican chances to create Insting adherents
among those who now vote Democratic on account of domestic
ensis must be rated as shm What 1s worse from a Republican

dp the Gold didacy seems to have sohdified a
trend wisible smee the New Deal away from the Republicn
party of the last great bloc of voters to enter Amencan political
hfe the Negro voters Once Negroes everywhere vote the long
march toward umversal suffrage m America will have ended
Even allowing for the past instability of the Negro vote the
future loyalhes of the Negro seem likely to be predominantly
Democratic Seen n this hght and projected 1nto the medium
range future the Goldwater candidacy was a disastrous bargan
for the Republican party It 1s much easier for a political pasty to
win siew friends than to convert old antagomsts The decision of
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Senator Goldwater and his adwisors to lock the Negro out of Ins
Hustonie home may have had a greater impact on the Republican
party s future fortunes than any other strategic choice of 1964

NOTES

1 Congressional Quarterly N ber 20 1064 p 2709 est
mated that Republicans lost more than 500 scats in state legislatures
in the 1964 election Republicans gamned one Governor (for a total of
17) lost two United States Senators (reducing thewr senatorial rep-

to 32) and ined a net loss in the House of Repre
sentatives of 38 seats (reduamng therr strength to 140 members the
lowest since the Roosevelt lands] de of 1936)

2 See for example Charles O Jones The Republican Party in
Amencan Politics (New York 1965) pp 66-71 The Miclugan Sur
vey h Center that an overwhelming 96% to 98% of
such Republicans typically vote Philip E Converse Aage R Clausen
and Warren E Miller “Electoral Myth and Reality The 1964 Elec-
tion™ American Poltical Science Review 59 (June 1965) 322-323

3 This pomt has been confirmed as often as any m the entire
literature of voting behavior See Bernard Berelson Paul I' Lazars
feld and Willam McPhee Voung (Chicage 1954) pp 333-347
eg propositions 39 50 51 66 68 €9 70 71 78 79 Angus Camp-
bell, Philip E Converse Warren E Miller and Donald E Stokes
The Amencan Voter (New York 1960) pp 142-145

4 The study of nght wing ideologues and thexr supporters 1s
more speculative than empirical Nevertheless there are a few straws
m the wind and all blow 1n the same dxrechon In 1962 Raymond
E Wolfinger and his to 308

“students” at an ants Communism school conducted by Dr Fred
Schwarzs Chrnistian Anti Communism Crusade 1n Oakland Cabfornia
Among the findings of thus study were that 278 of the 302 persons in
thus sample who voted in 1960 (or 92% of those who voted) had
voted for Nixon and that 58% of those who answered the question
chose Goldwater over Nixon for 1864 At about the same time a ma
tionwide Gallup poll showed Goldwater the chowce of only 13% of




212 / Presidential Elections

Republicans Raymond E Wolfinger Barbara kaye Wolfinger hen
neth Prewitt and Shealah Rosenhack “Amencas Radical Right Polt
tics and Ideology™ n Ideology and Discontent ed David Apter (New
Yorh 1964) pp 267-269 Analysis of vanous election retumns and
of a 1954 Gallup poll suggest that support for the late Senator Joseph
McCarthy was xmpommﬂy determmed by party affilation with Re
far D or nd dents mn the ranks of

hxs supporters See Nelson W Polsby Townrd.s an Explanation of
MeCarthyrsm " Political Studies 8 (October 1960) 250-271

5 AIPO News Releases of September 6 1964 and October 16
1964 suggested that Republican defections would run as high as 30%
but the Release of D ber 11 md; d that a 20% def ﬁgure
was more accurate This p with defe by R
voters of 5% 4% and 8% m the three previous elections Democratie
defections i this election were also lugh—13% of those calling them
selves Democrats voted for Goldwater—but these were confined
mostly to the Southern states

6 In early July the Gallup poll (AIPO News Release Novem

ber 11 1964) showed the foll g figures among Republ voters
Preferning
Goldwater 22% Secranton 20%
Lodye 21% TRockefeller 6%

Just before the Republican Convention the figures among Republicans
were

Scranton 60% Undecided 6%
Goldwater 34%

Goldwater recened 23% of the vote i the New Hampshre
prmary 18% m Oregon 8% m Pennsylvanua (fourth 1 a field of five
writens)  105% in Massachusetts 71% i Indiana where Harold
Stassen received the remander only 49% i Nebraska where Gold
waters name alome was on the ballot 514% in Calforma 76% mn
Texas running i a treal heat with only Rockefeller 318% i South
Dakota and a bit better than 60% in Ilinots where he was opposed
on the ballot by only Margarct Chase Smith and where there is no
law requiring election officials to tabulate write n votes

Gallup tnal heats (AIPO News Release July 1 1964) before the
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bl C: showed Gold runming a poorer race
agamnst President Johnson than either Scranton or Nixon, e g
Goldwater 18% Scranton 26% Nxon 27%
Johnson 77% Johnson 69% Johnson 70%
Undeaded 5% Undecided 5% Undecided 3%

7 AIPO News Release September 13 1964

8 Lows Hamns Survey News Releases July 13 1964 and Sep-
tember 14 1964 Some of the Harmis survey findings on foreign af
faurs were

Voters Describe Descnibe

Issue Goldwater Position Own Posttwon
July  Sept. July Sept.
Go to war over For 8% T1% 20%  29%
Cuba Agamst  22%  20% 1% 71%
Use atomic bombs  For 2% 58% 18% 18%
m Asia Agamst 28%  42% 82% 82%
United Nauons For 42%  50% 82% B3%
Against  58%  50% 18%  17%
9 The interviews were conducted 1 the lobby of the Faumont
Hotel m San F; here the Cahf Thnots and New

Jersey delegations were housed—by Aaron Wildavsky Judy Goraon,
Maralyn Millman James Payne and Joseph Paff While these un
structured interviews 1 no way represent a systematic saraple of the
delegates they were undertaken because they have one great advan
tage over the usual mail questionnawre They can ehat spontaneous
mnformation about respondents attitudes that a more structured method
mught well miss

10 Thus is borne cut by findings of the Michigan Survey Re-
search Center Integnty was the personal quality most admired 1 lum
by lus supporters See Angus Campbell, “Interpretng the Presidential
Victory ™ mn The National Election of 1964 ed. Milton C Cummings
Je (Washington 1968) p 261

11 See James Q Wilson The Amateur Democrat (Chicago
1962)
12 Robert D Novak The Agony of the GO.P 1964 (New
York 1965) pp 265-269 i
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Republicans Raymond I Wolfinper Narbira Raye Wolfinger hen
neth Prewitt and Sheilah Rosenhack “America s Radical Right Poli
tics and Ideology™ in Idcology and Discontent ed Dasid Apter (New
York 1961) pp 267-209 Analysis of vanous election returns and
of a 1954 Gallup poll suggest that support for the late Senator Joswph
McCarthy was importantly determined by party afilation with Re-
publicans far exceeding Democrats or independents in the ranks of
his supporters See Nelson W Polsby “Towards an Lxplanation of
McCarthyism " Political Studics 8 (October 1960) 250-271

5 AIPO News Releascs of September 6 1964 and October 18
19681 suggested that Republican defections would run as high as 307
but the Release of December 11 indicated that a 20% defection fgure
was more accurate This p with defe by Republ
voters of 5% 4% and 8% in the three previous elections Democratic
defections in this election were also high—13T of those calling them
sehes Democrats voted for Goldwater—but these were confined
mostly to the Southern states

6 In early July the Gallup poll (AIPO News Release Novem
ber 11 1964) showed the following figures among Republ can voters

Prefernng
Goldwater 22% Scranton 20%
Lodge 212 Rockefeller 6%

Just before the Republican Convention the figures among Republicans
were

Scranton 60% Undecaided 6%
Goldwater 34%

Goldwater receved 23% of the vote in the New Hampshire
primary 18% i Oregon 8% 1n Pennsylvania (fourth in a field of five
wnte-ns) 10 5% in Massachusetts 71% in Indiana where Harold
Stassen received the remainder only 49% n Nebrasha where Gold
waters name alone was on the ballot 514% in Calfornia 76% m
Texas running m a tual heat with only Rockefeller 31 9% n South
Dakota and a bit better than 60% 1 Hhinois where he was opposed
on the ballot by only Margarct Chase Smith and where there 1s no
law requining election officrals to tabulate wnte 1n votes

Gallup trial heats (AIPO News Release July 1 1964) before the
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Republican C showed Gold runniag, @ pooTer race
ag;mst President Johnson than either Scranton or Nwon eg
Goldwater 18% Seranton 26% Nixon 27%
Johnson 77% Johnson 69% Johnson 70%
Undearded 5% Undecided 5% Undeaded 3%

7 ATPO News Release September 13 1964

8 Lows Hams Survey News Releases July 13 1964 and Sep-
tember 14 1964 Some of the Harnis survey findmgs on foreign af
fawrs were

Voters Describe Describe

Issue Goldwater Poswion Qun Position
July  Sept. July Sept
Go to war over For 78% 71% 20% 29%
Cuba Agamnst 228 20% 1% 1%
Use atomic bombs ~ For 2% 58% 18% 18%
in Asia Aganst  28%  42% 82% 82%
Unated Natans Far 42%  50% 82% 83%
Agamst  58%  50% 8% 17%

9 The mterviews were conducted 1n the lobby of the Farrment
Hotel 1n San Francsco—where the Calfornls, Ilhnos and New
Jersey delegations were housed—by Aaron Wildavsky Judy Gordon,
Maralyn Millman James Payne and Joseph Paff While these un
structured interviews 1 no way tepresent a systematic sample of the
delegates they were undertaken because they have one great advan

tage over the usual mail questionnawe They can elicst spontaneous
inf about respond des that 2 more d method
mught well mss

10 This 13 bome out by findings of the Michigan Survey Re
search Center Integnty was the personal quality most admired w hum
by hus supporters See Angus Campbell, “Interpreting the Presidentsal
Victory™ i The National Election of 1964 ed. Milton C Cummin
Tt (Washinpton 1968 p 261 &

11 See James Q Wilson The Amateur Democrat
1962)

12 Robert D Novak, The
York, 1965) pp 268-269 Agony of the GOP 1964 (New

(Clucage
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13 Here and in the following paragraphs we rely on contem
porary newspaper coverage in the New York Times Wall Street Jour
nal Washington Post and Star on accounts in Congressional Quarterly
Weekly Reports on Robert Novaks evcellent The Agony of the
GOP 1964 and also upon a manuscript account being prepared for
publication by Professor John Ressel of Allegheny College tentatnely
titled The Goldwater Coalition

14 See Rowland Evans and Robert Novak *“The Unmaking of a
President ™ Esquire (November 1961} 91 and J I Ter Horst “Nlxon
Hopes as GOP Unifier Clouded by June Maneuvers ™ W ashington Star
December 2 1964

15 See Bradley S Greenberg and Edwin B Parker eds The
K d; and the American Public Social Communica
tion in Crsls (Stanford 1965)

16 Before the nomuatng conventions pro-Johnson sentiment
In natonal sample surveys was evpressed by well over 70% of the
voting public See a summary in the Washington Post November 2
1964

17 For a good example of this sort of description at the state
level see James D Barber The Lawmakers (New Haven 1963)

18 See Wilson The Amatcur Democrat and Fred I Greerstem
“The Changing Pattern of Urban Party Politics™ Annals 353 (May
1964) 1-13

19 See Herbert McClosky Paul | Hoffman and Rosemary
OHara “Issue Conflict and Consensus Among Party Leaders and
Followers American Political Science Review 54 (June 1960) 406
427 This arhicle compares the responses on a long self administered
mail q of three popul 1788 del to the Dem
ocratic Convention of 1956 1232 del to the 1956 Republ
Convention and 1484 persons m two successtve waves of Amencan
Institute of Pubhc Opinion national cross section surveys in January
1958

20 The New Repubhc (July 11 1984) 6

21 New York Times April 26 1964 18

22 Theodore H White The Making of the President 1964
(New York 1965) p 134

23 Ibid p 92f and pp 132-138
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24 Paul T Dawid, Ralph M Coldman, and Richard C Bam
The Politics of National Party Concentions (Washington, 1980) pp
349 350

These turnover figures raise an mterestmg guestion as to the
proper inferences one can make from the McClosky data discussed
previously on party leaders who attended the 1956 convention A
substantial number of delegates to the 1964 convention did not attend
the convention of 1956 In fact 153 of 1308 delegates to the 1964

were delegates or al at the 1956 convention ac
cording to a comp of the two rasters Therefore we
would have to take the McClosky findings as mdicative rather than
demonstratve of attitudes of a much larger—and somewhat different
—group of party actvists Because the 1956 Republican nominations
were a foregone conclusion, enlivened m the event only by the bnef
candidacy of one “Joe Smth” for Vice President the number of party
insurgents at this conventon must have been unusually low This
gives a greater plausibility to the use of responses from the delegates
to this convention as 1 some sense accurately representative of reg
ular Republican actvist sentiment.

25 AJPO News Release June 20 1952 (poll of County Charr
men) and July 2 1932 (poll of Republican voters) Out of 2,774
County Chawmen polled by mail, 1480 responded.

26 Ibid March 29 1964 Out of some 3 000 County Charrmen
polled 1840 responded

27 Novak The Agony of the GOP 1964 (New York, 1965)
plm4

28 Edmond Costantim (University of Calforma Davis) and
kenneth Crak (U of Calif Berkeley) prel y
breakdowns of questionnaies received from Goldwater and Rocke
feller delegates

29 Frank Munger and James Blackhurst, “Factionalism fn the
National Conventions 1940-1964 An Analysts of Ideologieal Con
sistency in State Delegation Votng ™ The Journal of Polities 37 (May
1985) 379n. For purposes of anslysis the Taft vote was combined
with 2 handful of votes for Douglas MacArthur

30 Converst Clausen and Miller “Electoral Myth and Realy
The 1964 Election ” 324-325 7 y
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31 Shortly after the convention n a meeting at Hershey Penn
sylvama Goldwater made a half hearted attempt (and his only at
tempt) to unify the party behind him

32 New York Tsmes September 7 1952

33 See the discussion of this n Theodore H White The Mak
ing of the President 1960 (New York 1961) pp 203-204 315 See
also pp 128-129

34 See Cald on ber 3 10 and 15 sum
marzed m Congressional Quarterly \Vu:’lJy Report October 2 1964
2323-2324

35 Speech at Madison Square Garden New York City October
26 1964 Contrast this with General Eisenhowers final TV appear
ance n 1952 November 4 1952

36 New York Times October 27 1964 30

37 See Philip Potter How LBJ Got the Nomunation ® The Re
porter (June 18 1964)

38 Lyndon B Johnson My Hope for Amenca (New York
1964) See for example, the review by Murray Rempton, “The Peo-
ples Choice ™ New York Review of Books (November 5 1964) 3—4
39 Sey‘mour Martin Lipset “Democracy and Working Class Au
logical Retiew 24 (August 1959)

h

482-501

40 See Phibp M Wilhams Crisis and Compromse Politics in
the Fourth Republic (Hamden Conn  1964) and Maunce Duverger
Political Parties Thew Orgamzation and Activity in the Modern State
trans Barbara and Robert North (New York 1959)

41 It mght be well to recall the Associated Press poll of Re
publican County Chairmen taken in Apnl 1964 which showed that
722 chose Goldwater as thewr personal preference compared to 301
for Nixon. See abo McClosky Hoffman and O'Hara “Issue Conflict
and Consensus Among Party Leaders and Followers *

42 See Leon Festinger Henry Riecken and Stanley Schachter
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Chapter 5

Reform?

rEu: POLITICAL PROCESSES we have been describing have from
time to time come under severe cnticism from people who be
heve that our political system can be made more responsive to
popular demands more equitable and more effective One clanon
call asserts The American government today suffers from three
weaknesses

1) ats diffeulty 1n generating sustaned political power

2) its difficulty mn developing 2 flow of
consistent and power related responses to pressing national
and world 1ssues

3) 1ts difficulty m making policy truly accountable to a national
popular majonity 7 1

If these implied goals were enunciated sn the abstract few people
would disagree with them assummng that they could be achieved
at all or at a less than exorbitant cost It 15 to the credit of
cnties of the party system that they have made suggestions
g specific changes 1n specific mstitutions A recent
commentator has 2 list which includes recommendations 1) to
centralize electoral campaign finance mn the hands of national
poarty lexders 2) to expand tnp party competition i Congres
sional elections by strengthemng the role of the national (1e
Presidential) party mn paign finance and -other campaign
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services 3) to enlarge the staffs of the party national commuttees
and to create permanent advisory councils to the national com
mittees 4) to build offices for the two major political parties on
Federal land situated m Washmgton between the Wiite House
and Caputol Hill 5) to repeal the 22nd amendment to the Con
stitution which limuts the President to two terms 6) to amend
the Constitution so that Congressmen and Senators are always
elected at the same tune as Presidents 7) to centrahize the Con
gressional parties by means of frequent party caucuses and effec
tive policy commuttees and 8) to “find a mathematical formula
for computing Congressional semonty which will give added
weight to those legislators who come from competiive two party
districts and states 2

There 15 a kind of fascination to a list such as this one Sweep
ng d and trivial building programs are
suggested with equal sertousness Machinery such as Congres
sional party caucuses 1s proposed which already exsts but does
not do the job plated by ref Other machmery such
as the “mathematical formula would undoubtedly do the job
assigned to 1t but how would such machinery be put into effect?
On this question reformers customanly are silent relyng only
on the extremity of the national “need as they mterpret 1t to
evaporate any possible opposition to their schemes

Taken all together the position of party reformers constitutes
a coberent preture or view of the functions of a party system
The of ther proposals makes 1t possible for others
to examme them and to ask such questions as whether or not
they will m fact accomphsh the ends m view whether they can
be achieved under the pohtical conditions which prevail or
whether changimg these conditions would not lead to conse
quences more costly than the alleged mischuefs of the status quo
This general view can alsa be compared and contrasted with an
alternative view whose mmphcations for party refonn would
diverge from the party reformers ideal model
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THE POLITICAL THEORY OF PARTY REFORM

There 15 a general political theory which 1s implied 1n the
proposals of party reformers a theory that contamns a conception
of the proper function of the political party which evaluates the
legitimacy and the roles of the Congress and the President and
which embodies 2 particular defintion of the public interest
This theory 15 stated with greater or lesser elaboration by differ
ent advocates of reform some reformers leave out certamn features
of 1t and some are disinchned to face squarely the implications
of the measures they espouse We shall try here to reproduce cor
rectly a style of argument which though it ignores the shght
differences separating party reformers one from another gves
a coherent statement of the party reform theory and juxtaposes
and contrasts 1t with the poliieal theory winch entics of the
party reform position appear to advance *

Party ref suggest that d 1c government requires
pohitical parties whnch 1) make policy commitments to the elec
torate 2) are willing and able to carry them out when 1 office
3) develop alternatives to government policies when out of office
and 4) duffer sufficiently between themselves to provide the
electorate with a proper range of choice between alternatwves
of action ™ 4 Party reformers thus come to define a pohtical party
as “an association of broadly like minded voters seeking to carry
out common objectives through their elected representatives”®
Inaword party 1s based on policy

Virtually all signifi party relat hups are for ref
drated by policy d The el 15 i to
be polcy d and d Palicy d

among party members s expected to create widespread agree
ment upon which party discipline will then be based Pressure
groups are to be resisted and accommodated only as the overall
policy commitments of the party permut The weaknesses of par
ties and the disabilittes of governments are seen as stemming
from farture to develop and support satufactory policy programs
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his readers “would impose a burden which politicians in a te
publican system could not be expected to bear ™ In the same
vein other 1dvoeates of consensus parties have argued “the dyy
that some major elements completely desert one party in favor of
the other the stage will have been sct for the land of conflict that
leads to el war ™1 But we are never told in detul why policy
government would lead to severe seesal conflict under otber than
the most extreme conditions

THE BIAS BFHIND PARTY REFORM

It should be obwvious that party reforms are generally not
pohtically neutral They are designed almost entirely to strengthen
the President and to weaken Congress especrally as Congress 15
presently constituted More specifically reforms of the party sys
tem are generally designed to help Democrats and weaken Re

bl The g 15 this Republican Presid pre
a party g ly hetic to and d ac
tinty by the Federal gmemment Hence they will be inchined
to ask less of Congress and thus they run less nisk of bemng
stymied by a recalatrant Congress Democratic Presidents on
the other hand 1n behalf of the more hberal more activst and
more mnovative party ask much more of Congress and custom
anly have to settle for much less of what they ask

It seems to us quite understandable that agitation for party
reform which during the late 19405 so excited the hberal acade
micians who are 1ts chief proponents died away to a whisper
during the Fisenhower decade Now once agan frustrated Iib
erals are takwg up their cudgels m the cause of nghteousness

bl and Presid prerogative The underlymng
aim 1t secms to us 15 to speed up social changes that they desire
by trying to nig the rules of the game more m favor of that polity
cal nstitution  the Presidency which shares thew pohey prefer
ences

At the moment of course many rules of the game favor poli
cies defending the political economic and social status quo
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however we suggest that 1t 15 not some abstract (and unexph
cated) conception of equity which prompts this renewed plea for
veform but rather the pohcy preferences of reformers We are
ourselves sympathetic to many—indeed perhaps most—of the
soctal measures covertly advocated by party reformers Rent sup
plentents and the negative mncome tax are two examples But as
poltical scientists rather than political advocates, we think 1t
proper to spell out the political impl of proposals such
as those put forward by party reformers, and not pretend, as
party reformers sometimes dothat *heir suggestions are designed
to make everyone happy

IS BROAD-GAUGED PARTY REFORM POSSIBLE?

If we were to have parties that resembled the 1deal of the
party reformers what would they be hke? They would be co
herent 1n their policies rehable m carrying them out and ac
countable to the people sharply differentiated and m conflict
with each other disciphned and hierarchical mternally Let us
see then what it would take to create a party system of thus
kind

For the parties to carry out the promises they make the peo
ple responsible for making p would have to be the same as
{or m control of) the people responsible for carrying them out
This means logically one of two alternatives 1) either the
people who controlled party performance all year round would
have to write the party platforms at the national conventions or
2) the people who wrote the platforms would have to be put m
charge of party performance In the first case the party platforms
would have to be wnitten by leaders such as the Congressmen who
presently refram from enachng laws favored by both national
conventions State and local political leaders would write thewr
respective platforms Thus very httle formal, overall coordination
or policy coherence seems Iikely to emerge Logically coherent
umfied policy 15 the mam pomt of policy government because this
1s regarded by party reformers as the main method of mobihnng
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public support for government and so we must reject the first
alternative as a possible way to fulfill the demands of party
reformers

In fact 1t 1s the sccond alternative which is most often recom
mended by advocates of policy government Natsonal cons entions
must be newly arranged to make policy that will be enforced
on national state and local levels by means of party diseipline
and the people who wnite the convention pltforms must be put
in charge This arrangement also has a fatal defect It agnores
the power of the people who do not write the platforms How are

d dently elected Cong; to be bypassed? Will present

day sechonal and state party leaders vcquiesce 1n this rearrange
ment of power and subject themselves to discipline from a newly
constituted outside source? Generally we 1ssume they will not
Getting politicians to exchinge some political power for none 1s
a task the magmitude of which has surely been underestimated
When reforms have to be crried out by those who would stand
to lose the most from them their practicality 1s dubious A Demo
cratic Congressman has written of the mstitutional factors which
m the House of Representatives make his party leaders shy of
party col “The D dont meet to tall things
over to be persuaded to be sold We dont meet in caucus be
cause the Leadership fears that it would wrreparably breach the
tenuous hnks with the South [House leaders] lead but
they lead only because they win If they cannot be certamn of
wmning they dont want to go Latent power negative power 15
so much better than power commutted that lacks victory as a
capstone Hence the legislatne timdity of the Congress
Hence the great time lags for consideration of legislation
while the Leadership waits for the p to build Hence
the distaste for short cuts distaste for battle just for the sake
of battle distaste for The Discharge Petition and for Calendar
Wednesday and for the Democratic Caucus  ©

Oge reformer says “As for the clish of personal pohtical
ambitions 1n the Umted States they are being completely sub
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merged by the mternational and domestic concerns of the Amer
1can public War and peace, mflation and depression are both
personal and umversal 1ssues tanffs taxes foreign aid mhtary
spending, federal reserve policies and hosts of other national
pohcies affect local econome actmbes across the land Pobticaans
who wish to become statesmen must be able to talk mtelligently
about 1ssues that concern pedple m all constituencies ma

But 15 1t necessanly the case as party reformers suggest that
the mereasing unportance of national 1ssues wll inevitably lead
to placing greater power m the hands of party leaders with na
tonal (that 1s to say Presidential) constituencies? There 15 no
necessary connection between poliical power 1 the national
arepa and the pational scope of xssues Mational political power
may rest upon Jocal control of nommation alhances with locally
based wterest groups and many other bases Even if national
1ssues become more smportant this may only enhance the powers
of the local mterests best able to ifluence national policy

The people who have the most to lose from party reforms
are of course the leaders of Congress As of now the major elec
toral risks facing national leguslators are Jocal This does not mean
that they wall necessanily be parochial i their attitudes and policy
commitments But 1t does mean that they are not necessanly
bound to support the Premdent or 1 teadershup on
1ssues of igh local sahency In order to successfully impose
diseiplime  the national party must be able either to control

presently imp to legusl. such as

to office or to impose stll more severe ones upon lum At the

moment, our system provides for control of Congressional state
and local and el b hically local

d
geograp Y
clectorates and party Jeaders Presidents are not totally helpless
in affecting the outcomes of these local decisions but their 1n
fluence 15 10 most cases quite margmal

In the ligh s of this one obwious electoral prerequisite of dis
ciphined partres 1s that the local voters must be so strongly tied to
national party issues that they will reward rather than penalize
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thewr local rep for 1 policy pro-
nouncements even 2t the expense of local advantage The 1ssues
on which the national party makes its appeal must either umfy
a large number of constituencies 1n favor of the party or appeal
at the least to some substantial segment of opinion everywhere
But even f this could be accomplished 1t would be strategeally
unwise for parties to attempt to discapline thewr members who
lived m areas which were strongly against national party pohey
This would mean reading the area out of the party Thus re
formers must show how they mtend to contnibute to the national
h of pohitical parties by enforaing national polictes upon
members of Congress whose local constitueneies are drastically
opposed to nattonal party policy or whose constituents do not pay
attention to 1ssues but care more for the personality or the serv
1ces of the Congressman ? Insofar as leeway exsts let us say for
Republicans 1n the Northwest to support public power and for
Southern Demccrats to oppose avil nghts the  parties shall w
fact have d ther old “und bl
shape Inmsofar as this leeway does not enst, splnter gmups of
various kinds are encouraged to spht off from the established
parties surely a q 0 as undeswrable by most
party reformers

IS BROAD-GAUGED PARTY REFORM DESIRABLE?

An Apprassal of the Nonunation Process

Although reform of the party system may be impractical this
does not necessanly mean that 1t 1s undesrable If we beheved
that such reform were a vital necessity we mught stll advocate
1t and hope that the unfolding of events would lead others to
share our viewpomt, But we suspect that achievement of many
of the speafic objectives of party reformers would be detrimental
to their aims and to those of most thoughtful citizens Let us
consider for example two specific reforms of governmental ma
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chinery commonly advocated 1 order to make the parties more
responsive to popular will and more democratic, but which
mght well have the exactly opposite effects Party reformers
often ad a vanety of changes mn the hon process
and moddication or abolihon of the Electoral College

In order to evaluate the nommnating process 1t would be help-
ful to suggest a set of goals which most Amencans would accept
as destrable and mmp 3 The following six standards appear
to meet this test Any method for nomumnatng Presidents should
1) axd m preserving the two-party system 2) help secure vigorous
competiton between the parties 3) mamtam some degree of co-
hesion and agreement wathin the parties 4) produce candidates
who have a likelihood of winning voter support, 5) lead to the
chorce of good men, 8) result m the acceptance of candidates
as legitimate

‘We may first look at some suggested alternatives to the sys-
tem that presently relies so heavily upon decision malang by
party leaders at national conventions

A natonal direct primary has often been suggested This
however would have sersous disad ges It 15 quite probabl
that as many as ten candidates mght obtamn enough signatures
on nomnating pehitions to get on the ballot. Nor would 1t be
surpnsing, of they divided the vote equally The victor would
then have to be chosen m a special run-off primary By following
this procedure the Umted States might have to restrict sts Pres:
dential candidates to wealthy athletes No man wathout enor
mous financial resources could ever rase the millons requred
_for the nommating petition, the first pnmary, the run-off pnmary,
and the nabonal election and no one who was not superbly condt
toned could survive the pace of all these campaigns

National primanies might also lead to the weakening of the
party system It s not unusual for a party to remam 1 office for
a long penod of tume. If state expenience with prumaries 15 any
gude a prolonged penod of victory for one party would result
m a movement of mterested voters into the pnmary of the wm-
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mng party where their votes would count more 2¢ As voters de-
serted the losing party it would be largely the dic-hards who
were left They would pommate candidates who pleased them
but who could not win the election because they were unappeal
mg to a majonty m the nation Eventually the losing party would
atrophy thus seriously weakening the two-party system and the
prospects of competiion among the parties The winming party
would soon show signs of mternal weakness as a consequence of
the lack of opposition necessary to keep it unified

A national pnmary might Jead to the appearance of extrerust

didates and demagogues who d by all to
any permanent party orgamzation would have httle to Tose by
stuning up mass hatreds or making absurd promises A George
Wallace mght well find a fertde feld 1n a national primary
an opportumty sufficcent to raise the temperature of Amencan
politics 1o explosive levels even if he did not win On the whole
the convention system rules out these extremusts by placmg re
sponsibility 1n the hands of party leaders who have a permanent
stake 1 mamntaming the good name and wmtegnty of therr organ
1zaton Some msight into this problem may be had bv looking at
the situation 1n several Southern states where most voters vote
only 1n the Democratic primary and where victory m that prumary
1s tantamount to erection The result 15 a chaotic factional polt
ties m which there are few or no permanent party leaders the
distinctions between the “mns™ and “outs” become blurred 1t 15
duficult to hold anyone responsible and d
anse who make use of tlus situation by stndent appeals ** The
fact that under some prunary systems an extreme personality
can take the place of party in giving a knd of mimmal structure
to state politics should give pause to the advocates of a national
primary
‘We believe 1 short, that widespread use of direct pnmanes
would weaken the party system because only the wealthest can
didates conld possn’bly enter a Jarge number of them tkey would

dd

ge prosp to bypass regular party organ
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system of nommation has been rejected since Andrew Jachsons
time because 1t did not give sufficzent representation to the large
population groups whose votes were decisive 1 the election ¥
Furthermore the large fluctuations of party membership in Con
gress lead to sengus difficulties If a party happened to do very
poorly for a few years m several sections of the country the
representation m Congress from those areas would be small and
they would in effect be deprived of a voice 1n nommatng a
President Thus if Northern Democrats suffered a senous re-
versal one year the Southern members of that party would be in
complete control This nommating procedure would advertise
stself as beng national m scope but 1t would be far more Likely
than the present system to produce candidates with a Limited
sechional nppeal The attempts of Yeaders n aress where the patty
1s weak to gthen th Ives by g a candidate who
might help increase therr vote would be stymied
Perhaps 1t may be argued what 1s required 1s not some rad:

cally new method of nominating candidates but reform of some
of the more obnoxious practices of the present system High on
the List of objectionable practices would be the secret gathenng
of party leaders in the smoke-filled room Some liken this to a
political opium den where a few wresponsible men hidden from
public view stealthuly determine the destiny of the nation -# Yet
1t 15 difficult to sce who other than the party s leaders should be
entrusted with the delicate task of finding a candidate to meet
the majonity preference Since head-on clashes of strength on the
convention floor usually do not resolve the question the only

1 would be d deadlock, anarchy among scores
of leaderless delegates sphtting the party mto nval factions or
some process of accommodation

Let us suppose that the smoke filled room were abolished and

with it all behind the scenes negotiations All parleys would then

be held in public, before the delegates and millions of television

viewers As a result the partiipants would spend their time

scoring pouwnts against each other in order to impress the folks
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back home Bargammng would not be taking place smce the
participants would not really be commumeating with one an
other No P would be possible leaders would be
accused by thewr followers of seling out to the other side Once
a stalemate existed 3t would be practically impossible to break
and the party would probably dismtegrate wto warnng factions

An extensive system of state primanes m which delegates
were legally compelled to vote for the candidate who won m the
state would lead to the disappearance of the smoke filled room
without any formal action Smce delegates could not change thew
positions there would be little pomt m bringing their leaders to

gether for private conft Sharply the number of
pledged delegates would introduce great ngidity mto the con
vention because of the d likelthood of stal which

could not be overcome because no one would be m a position to
switch hus support

Much eniticism has been leveled at the raucousness of demon
strations that take place on the convention floor while candidates
are bemng norminated # Cnticism of demonstrations on the grounds
that they are unseemly and vulgar seem to us to be trivial. There
13 10 evidence which would substantiate a claim that the final
decision 15 m some way worse than if demonstrations were
banned

In stll another way the demonstrations help meet the need of
many delegates for an active funchion which they can perform 3¢
As {n almost any large poliical gathering (the number of dele
gates and alternates were appronmately 2,600 for the Repub-
hicans and 5260 for the Democrats 1n the 1964 conventions)
only a small number actively partiopate in plannmng strategy
of 1n trymg to influence other people The rest often find that
they have no well-defined politieal role other than casting one
vote out of many and they may feel at a loss to explan therr
Tack of activity to themselves as well as to the people back home
The demonstrations provide an opportutty for the delegate to
enhance his feehngs of importance by actne parhicipation m a
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colorful cvent which he can recount when he returns Since one
of the advantages of the convention 1s to gather the porty futhful
and mmbuce them with a sense of belonging to a pational party
2 mechanism which increases the delegate's sense of satisfaction
1s by no means ummportant

Undoubtedly the d rations have been overdone and
might be cut short This task can safely be left to the require
ments of television As the conventions of the last few ycars hase
shown television dictates briefer demonstrations to retan the
attention of the vast audience which the party would Like very
much to mfluence in 1its favor

The convention as we have smd aids party umty i a vanety
of ways It prowides a forum m which mtnlly disunited frag
ments of the national party can come together and find common
ground as well 1s a common nomince The pltform auds greatly
in performmg this function In order to gamn a majonty of elec
toral votes a party must appeal to most major population groups
Since these mterests do not want the same thing n all cases 1t
1s necessary to compromise and sometimes to evade issues which
would lead to drastic losses of support And since the parties must
contain somewhat confhcting mternal dxtion
15 essential to avoid sphits A perfectly clear uncquivocal con
sistent platform on all major 1ssues presupposes an elcetorate and
a party system which divides neatly and more or less evenly
along 1deological Lines and that 1s not the c1se mn this country

The concern of reformers with party platforms stems prima
nly from two assumptions first that there 1s 4 significant demand
1n the electorate for more clear cut differences on policy second
that elections are likely to be a sigmficant source of guidance on
mdividual 1ssues to policy makers Yet both these assumptions are
erther false or highly dubious On a wide range of 1ssucs leaders
1n both parties are much further apart than are ordinary mem
bers who m fact are separated by rather small differences 3! To
the degree that party platforms do spell out clear and important
differences on policy and these were considerable m 1960 and
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extraordinanly large n 1964 this probably results far more from
a desire of party leaders to please th lves or from f
tion about what the voters desire than from any supposed demand
from the electorate In any cvent it 1s exceedingly difficult (if
not impossible) to discover just what an clection means in terms
of the policy preferences of a muyonty About all that ane ¢
expect from a platform 15 an mdication of the general dircction
m which a candidite and the dommant factions 1n Ius party
mtend to go and the present party platforms do reasonably well
1 thas respect

Some entics object to the normal convention s stress on pick
ing a winner rather than the “best man” regardless of his popu
lanty This doctrine 15 not compatible with the democratic notion
that voters should decide who 1s best for them and communicate
this decision 1n an election Only n dictatonal countnes do a
set of leaders arrogate unto themselves the night to deternune
who 15 best regardless of popular pref An unpopular man
can hardly win 2 free election An unpopular President can
hardly secure the support he needs ta accomplish his goals Thus
populanty can be regarded as a y element for obtamnmg
consent 1n democratic poliics Only of one assumes that 1t 15 the
charactenisic behavior of parties 1 a two party system to dis
regard their chances of winning does 1t make sense to speak of
populanty mn a derogatory way

Although populanty 15 normally a necessary condition for
nomunation 1t should not be the only condition The guideline
for purposes of nomination should be to nominate the best of the
popular candidates But “best™ 15 a shppery word A great deal
of what we mean by “best™ m politics 15 “best for us” or “best

P our policy pref " and this can hardly be he'd up

as an objective criterion What 1s meant by “best” in this context
are certamn personal quahties such as experience mtelligence
and decisiveness Nevertheless it 1s mot at all clear that an
extreme conservative would prefer a lughly mtelligent Liberal to a

doratel 11

1hd

g who shared us conservative




236 / Presidential Elections

policy pref Personal qualites are clearly subject to dis
count based on the compatibility of imterests between the voter
and the candidate

Insofar as the “best man” cnitenon has a residue of meanmng,
we beheve that it 1s possible to argue that the cnterion has
Targely been followed 1 recent times Looking at the candidates
of both parties since 1940—Roosevelt Truman Stevenson Ken
nedy Johnson for the Democrats and Willke Dewey Eisen
hower Nuxon for the Republicans—there 15 not one man among
them who could not be said to have had some outstanding quali
ties or expenence for the White House Without bothening to
make a formal declaration of the fact Amencan political leaders
and therr followers have apparently agreed on at least one lidden
requirement of availabihty They have restricted their choce to
those popular candidates who give promise of measuring up to
the formudable task of the President as preserver of the mation
and guardian of prospenty The nominee whose sole virtue 1s hus
mnocuousness or pleasant smile seems to have disappeared

As usual, Gold P a special problem b
many important ways he 15 a man of extreme views something
we have argued the present pominating process normally dis
courages It 15 unlikely that any system of nomination—tatal
primary total convention muxed or even action by Republicans
1 Congress—would have resulted m a different choice For the
nomnation of Goldwater is 1n part, the result of an underlymg
trend working since the New Deal penod  through which Repub-
Lean activists have become separated m their preferences from
Republican voters and from the electorate as a whole It required
only the temporary disarray of the moderate opposition for this
trend to mamfest jtself in the visible presence on the ticket of
Senator Goldwater No system of nomnation indeed no political
system ean be expected to forever run counter to the desires of
the activists who have the most say about runnng it It 1s not
the convention system but the desires of the activist core of the
Republican party that produced an exception to the rule in 1964
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It mght be argued however, that the entenon of ability
has been violated because nommations have come to be de
termmed by populanty thatis by exp of mass p
a8 reported m polls and state primanies  Merely defining the
canchdate who won the nommation as most popular 15 not suff
cient to prove the thewis 1t must be shown that the voters agreed
who was the most popular candidate that this was commumicated
to the delegates and that they nommated him It would be hard
to say that Wilham Howard Taft, Warren Harding Alfred
Landon Wendell Willkie and Thomas Dewey, to name a few,
were mdisputably the most popular Republican candidates
{Goldwater was clearly an unpopular candidate ) Dwight Essen
hower mught fit m this category (though he had to fight for the

)} but he rep just one case and 15 counter
balanced by the very popular Theodore Roosevelt s failure to ob-

tamn the nomunation 10 1912 There 15 no evidence to suggest that,
among D 1c candidates Wood

‘Wilson was more pop
ular than Champ Clark m 1912 %Bnt James M Cox and John
Daws fitted the most popular cntenion or that Franklin Roose
velt could have been placed in that category with certamty before
fus first nomination 1f any Democrat was most popular 1n 1952 1t
was Estes Kefauver and not Adla Stevenson
A surface view of the 1960 Democratic Convention mught
suggest that John F' kennedy s nomination-was due to an mresist
ible current of public opimon When other factors are taken mto
account however this “mass populanty” thesis loses much of its
force To begin with, Rkennedys excellent orgamzation was not
matched by any other candidate We must also take wnto account
the dificulty which Democratic leaders would have faced 1
refusing the nommation to a Catholic who had won mmportant
prmanes and whose defeat i the convention might easily have
‘been viewsd as a sign of rehigious prejudice which would damage
the party s chances for years to come Still a third factor operative
m Kennedys 15 suggested mdirectly by the
1860 Republican race for the Presidential nommation We have
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never discovered whether or not Nelson Rockefeller was more
popular wath the voting pubhe than Richard Mxon because the
latter had such strong support 1mong party professionals that the
former deaided 1t was not worth runmng A crucnl dulference
between the two conventions was that there was no Democrat to
oppose hennedy who could claim a widespread preference among
party leaders as was the case with Nixon 1n the Republican party
Presidential primanes have also been subjected to much
cnticism What we may ask 1s the overall effect of the primary
1n Presidential nommatmg politics? In theory the primary election
1s supposed to have the effect of bninging the nommating process
to the people but mn practice 1t does not work quite that way at
all What really happens 1 prmary elections 15 governed by 2
number of gz not at all antiaspated by those who ad
vocate primanes as the solution to a vaniety of political problems
Furst not all serious candidates run 1n primary clections They
may not want to run the nisk although they tre avowed candt
dates They may not wish to tip their hand f they are not They
may not have the time to make what they regard as an adequate
campaign or they may not be able to raise the money to do so
Second many people do not vote in pnmary elections These
stay at home voters tend to be less well educated less mformed
and less mterested and less closely tied to regular party orgamza
tions The voting m primary elections 1s 1n other words a rather
imperfect representation of public sentiment
President Truman after heanng the results of the 1952 New
Hampshire pnmary which Estes Refauver had just won without
serious opposition referred to pnmanes (with unexpected rmld
ness) as “eyewash” In this sense he was correet Primaries are
far from what therr proponents would hike them to be But they
do serve the useful purpose of providing politicians at na ional
conventions with some information about the relative populinty
of candidates m a senes of admuttedly artificial “trinl heat”
sethngs Most often 50 1t seems primanes kill off promising con
tenders before the convention This at any rate seems to have
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been the fate of Hubert Humphrey, who was a casualty n West
Virgma m 1960 Harold Stassen who lost i Oregon m 1048
Wendell Willloe m Whsconsin m 1944 and Nelson Rockefeller
n Califorma m 1964 Kennedys long shot parlay pad off
1960 1t 15 true but the rather discouraging example of khefauver
was the best recent histonical evidence he had on the fate of
Pprimary winners
The prmanes though held n different sections of the coun
try and n different kunds of states are by no means a perfect
p 1on of the el Another criticism of primaries 15
that they are held at widely separated mtervals so that some
candidates do not declare themselves m time to enter and others
are exhausted by a grueling senies of campaigns But if primanes
were all held at the same time they would take on the aspect of
a national primary wath all its disadvantages and without the one
great advantage of bemg open to all mterested voters i the
nation Candidates ike Hubert Humphrey and Estes Kefauver
could not have afforded the pendit quired to
put therr views before the public m so many places at once
The conclusion we would draw 15 that the primanes together
with other methods of del¢ gate selection which give predommance
to party activists provide one reasonably viable balance between
populanty and other considerations which party leaders deem
unportant Without denying an element of popular participation
the decision 15 ultimately thrown into the hands of the men who

ought to make 1t 1f we want a strong party system—the party
leaders

For some cnitics the defects of conventions he not only m
their poor perfc in nommating candidates but also i ther
fatlure to become a sort of “superlegislature” enforemg the policy
views in the platform upon party members 1n the executive branch
and Congress We have previously indicated that such enforce
ment 1s most unlikely to be achieved

Let us suppose nevertheless for the purposes of argument
that the conventions could somehow become much more mflu
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ential on matters of national policy How could exther party
retan a semblance of umty if the stakes of convention delibera
tions were vastly increased by converting the platform into an
unbreakable promuse of national pohcy? If one believes that an
m heated d ly
then the problem solves itself Expenence warns us however
that the mring of sharp differences particularly when the stakes
are ligh 15 blely to d For ple at the
1964 Republican Convention Negro delegates bmer about the
defeat of Governor S s on avl
nights to the GOP education Flzmk held a protest march around
the Cow Palace and when Gold was
that they would sit out the campaign3® Today, the choiwce of
nominees at the convention 1s accepted as legiimate by all but
a few delegates The fact that platforms are not binding permits
the degree of umty necessary for the delegates to stay long
enough to agree on a nominee By vastly mcreasing the number
of delegates who would bitterly oppose platform decisions and

who would probably leave the the proposed change
would jeopardize the leg of 1ts g f
Parad Ily in such the temp to make the

platform utterly mnocuous so as to give offense to no one would
be difficult to resist

‘There are also good reasons for opposing the desires of those
who love the conventions so well that they would like to see
them convene once every year or two years For without a Presi
dential candidate to nommate they would have httle to do If
the purpose of these meetings 1s to give free advice there would
seem to be little potnt to them Congressmen are Lkely to pay as
Lttle attention to convention talk as they would to the pro-
nouncements of any advisory that does not app!
the contert wathun whach they operate After all Conpressmen
are subject to different risks and sanctions than are most dele
gates get Lttle belp from the national party tn secuning nomma
tion and election, and kave no reason to be beholden to it for
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suggesting policies which may get them imto trouble As they
have umformly decided i the past Congressional leaders will
probably refuse to parhcpate m orgamzations whose policies
they cannot control but whose proposals they are committed to
support The notion of getting delegates together under crcum
stances where ther disagreements are certamn to come out mto
the open merely for the purpose of making recommendations,
does not seem promusmg It 15 doubtful whether most delegates
who could not be expected to take an active part mn formulatmg
proposals would feel st worthwhile to participate m a convention
which Tacked 1ts major rationale and mterest—the choice of a
Presidential candidate

Although we hope to have avoided the error of assuming that
whatever 1s 15 nght the supenonity of national conventions to
the avalable alternatives 1s clearly demonstrable Only the con
vention permits us to realize 1n large measure all the six goals—
the two party system party competition some degree of wnternal
cohesion candidates attractive to voters good men and accept
ance of as leg; which we postulated earlier
would ly be pted as desirable It 1s a rare
mdeed that we fail to get good candidates rather than extremists
who would threaten our hberties or convert our parties mto
exclusive clubs for party sdeologists Leaders are usually mott
vated to choose popular candidates who -will help mamntam
vigorous competiion between the parties but who are unlikely
to spht them mto warrng factions As a matter of fact the two
major party splits m this century occurred while an meumbent
was securmg s own renommation The Progressive split m the

Republican party which Theodore R Tt led agamnst President
Taft 1 1912 and the revolt Dinecrats led agamst President
Toupam v 10R wd Lot Toerh Prevd

¥ as ‘mer-
archical feaders are perhaps more prone to underestimate the
costs of thewr actions to party umty than are the party leaders
who are forced to bargam with one another i the smoke flled
rooms 3
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The element of popular participation in the present nomina
tson process is strong enough to impress itself upon party Jeaders
it not sufficently pow erful to take the choee out of ther hands
The comention is sufficiently open to exate great national nter
est but it 15 not led mto perpetual stalemate by pscudo-bargamn
mg mn public Voters binve 2 choice between conservatie and
iberal tendencics— choice which 15 not absolute because a two-
party system can be mamtuned only if both parties moderate
their views m order to appeal to large population groups i the
country In our view the very unusual expensence of 1964 only
serves to renforce strongly this conclusion

An Appraisal of the Electoral College

Tn the case of the Tlectoral College two proposals are offered
One would abolish the Electaral College outnght and weigh
votes everywhere equally The net effect of such a proposal
would be to undermine shghtly the current strategic advantage
enjoved by populots two party urbamzed stites The second
proposal would retain the apportionment of the Electorn] College
{which grves numenical advantage to the small rural states) but
aholish the umt rule electoral vote (which op strongly i
favor of populous states) This proposal 1s most extreme n 1ts
mmport which would be to confer an additional political bonus
upon states already overrep d m p of C
power 3

The Constitution provides that each state regardless of 1ts
population shall be represented by an equal number of Senators
This means that the eight largest states with 54 per cent of the
voters bave just sicteen Senators In the course of legslative
proceedings these Senators can be canceled out by the suteen
votes of the Senators from the eight least populous states with
less than 3 per cent of the voters In the House of Representa
tive  Nevada has nearly fifteen times as much representation as

twould have ¥f repre were app d stnetly accord

-4
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mg to the number of voters and New York has only one sixth
as much representation as 1t would have 1if voters were equally
represented Thus 1n elections for the House an average vote 1n
Nevada has exghty five times as much weight as an average vote
cast n New York, cther things bemng equal 3¢

We recognize the ment mn allowmnyg a rural mmonty to
have at least some protection from thewr more numerous city
brethren But the fact that most of our people hve i or near
cities provides a sufficient reason to resist changes in the “balance
of power” which would give greater weight to the needs and
preferences of a dwindling rural population

Any proposal to equalize the weight of voters would have to

attack both the Presidential and Cong 1 problems simul
taneously To do otherwise would be to reduce the Presidential
advantages of urban voters while the C 14

g 2
advantages of rural voters If one problem 1s tackled before the

other an umbalance mght well be created that would be most
difficult to correct But that difficulty may shortly be dis
solved In a series of decisions Begmnmng with Baker vs Carr,
and extending through Wesberry vs Sanders and Reynolds vs
Sims *7 the Supreme Court has set 1n motion a tram of events that
¢ventually should lead to gradual rearrangement of districts
represented by members of the House of Representatives These
new districts are designed to come nto closer accord with the
panciple of “one man one vote and thus give greater weight

m the House to presently underrep a politan areas

p the rapidly g g subuwbs Hence the major con
temporary lo for the of the Electoral College 15
slowly bemg d If rural, sparsely populated areas are no

longer so gnevously overrepresented in the House there 15 much
less need to give metropolitan areas special advantages 1n the
election of Presidents

Allowing a majonty (or plurality) of voters to choose a
President has a great deal to commend it This 1 the simplest
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The element of popular parhicipation  the present nomima
tion progess 1s strong enough to impress itself upon party leaders
but not suffcently powerful to tahe the choice out of thewr hands
The convention 1s sufficzently open to excite great national inter
est but at 15 not Yed into perpetual stalemate by pseudo-bargan
ing m public Voters have a choice between conservative and
liberal tendencies—a choice which 1s not absolute because a two
party system can be mantuned only if both parties moderate
their views 1n order to appeal to large population groups in the
country In our view the very unusual experience of 1964 only
serves to remnforce strongly this conclusion

An Appraisal of the Electoral College

In the case of the Electoral College two proposals are offered
One would abolish the Electoral College outright and weigh
otes everywhere equally The net effect of such a proposal
would be to underrmine shightly the current strategic advantage
enjoyed by populous two party urbanized states The second
proposal would retam the apportionment of the Electoral College
(which gives numerical advantage to the small rural states) but
abolish the umt rule electoral vote (which operates strongly m
favor of populous states) This proposal 15 most extreme i its
mmport which would be to confer an additional pohitical bonus

upon states already overrep ted 1 p of Congy 1
power ¥

The Constitution provides that each state regardless of 1ts
popul shall be rep d by an equal number of Senators

‘This means that the eight largest states with 54 per cent of the
voters have just sixteen Senators In the course of legislative
proceedings these Senators can be canceled out by the sixteen
votes of the Senators from the erght least populous states with
less than 3 per cent of the voters In the House of Representa
tives Nevada has nearly fifteen times as much representation as
it would have if representation were apportioned strictly accord
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ing to the number of voters and New York has only one sixth
as much representation as 1t would have if voters were equally
represented Thus m elections for the House an average vote
Nevada has eighty five imes as much weight as an average vote
cast in New York other things beng equal ¢
We recogmze the ment m allowing a rural mmonty to
have at least some protechion from their more numerous Gty
brethren But the fact that most of our people hve 1n or near
cities provides a suficient reason to resist changes m the “balance
of power” which would give greater weight to the needs and
preferences of a dwindhng rural population
Any proposal to equalize the wetght of voters would have to
attack both the Presidential and Congressional problems sunul
taneously To do otherwise would be to reduce the Presidential
advantages of urban voters while g the Cong 1
advantages of rural voters If one problem 1s tackled before the
other an 1mbalance mght well be created that would be most
difficult to correct But that difficulty may shortly be dis
solved In a senes of decisions Beguning with Baker vs Carr
and extending through Wesberry vs Sanders and Reynolds vs
Sims *7 the Supreme Court has set m motion a train of events that
eventually should lead to gradual rearrangement of distncts
represented by members of the House of Representatives These
new districts are designed to come mnto closer accord with the
prmeiple of “one man one vote” and thus give greater weight
m the House to presently underrepresented metropolitan areas
especially the rapidly growmg sububs Hence the major pon
temporary rationale for the retention of the Electoral College 15
slowly bemng removed If rural sparsely populated ateas arg o
longer so grievously overrepresented m the House there 15 much
less need to give metropolitan areas special ad"aﬂlages 1 the
election of Presidents
Allowing a majonty (or plurality) of
President ha;gs a grelat ctl);al( to }zvmmet:(; it T‘;’;&.‘r‘: :; choose 2
e simplest
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method of all 1t would be most easily understood by the greatest
number of people and 1t comes closest to reflecting intwitive
nouons of direct populr sovereignty through majonty rule But
to end the matter there would be too simple minded There 15
more than one political lesson to be learned by a closer examina
tion of the Electornl College and available alternatives to 1t
Some plans to change the Electoral College would have
greater effect than others on the rural urban balance in national
pohtics The outright abolition of the Electoral College and the
substitution of the direct ¢lection of the President would certamnly
reduce the importance of the larger states It would not however
pletely obl. f A vote 1s a vote wherever

ly urban
st 15 found and more votes will continue to be found in the
cities But the one party states would take on a new importance
In some states where one partys orgamzation 1s nonexistent
large majonities for the other party are easier to turn out at
election time and special ds would be forth g for
party leaders who could provide a large margin of thory for
their candidate The emphasis would not be on which candidate
15 gomng to win already a foregone conclusion but by how many
votes he 1s gomng to win
In two party states however voters are cross pressured
many ways and a candidate can seldom count on defeating his
opponent by a very large margin The emphasis again 1s on the
difference in popular vote between the two candidates and states
whach are able to provide large differences are more likely to be
rewarded For example m 1960 Senator kennedy won i Illinois
by 6000 votes but in Lowsiana his margmn was 170 000 votes
If kennedy had distnbuted Ius gratitude m proportion to his
popular margin the “Solid South” would have risen once agam
to play an extremely significant role 1n Democratic Presidential
pohties Let us examme 1960 as the latest example of the usual
P of Presid 1 el and 1964 as an unusual 1n
stance of how this difference effect works
The table on p 245 shows the extent i 1860 to which
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Southern States Yield a Greater Dufference n Popular
Votes for the Winner Than Do Larger States

(Large states and Southern states ranked together 1 order of the
margn of votes given to the wmner of each state 1960)

Two Party
State Voting Population Margmn for Winner
Massachusetts 2462 680 511 680
New York 7258901 404 535
Ohio 4151051 269 445
Lowsiana 610 740 170414
Georgra 647 853 155 615
Pennsylvama 4907 002 130 158
Alabama 523829 73699
Tennessee 1025051 73073
North Carolma 1352914 66 092
Michigan 3209448 65 134
Texas 2157 086 452684
Virgimia 759757 40503
Musswssippr 173 531 (votes for unpledged 33269
Electors excluded}
Arkansas 367 413 31881
Flonda 1494073 28 321
New Jersey 2747614 22 454
Calfornia 6425262 13 160
South Carolina 383 835 8139
Tlinoss 4744093 8397

Southern states despite their smaller size yiclded a harvest of
popular votes for the winner comparable to that of the large
states Only New York Ohio and Massachusectts led all the
Southem states 1n popular vote marguns delivered to the winner
of the state while at the other extreme ten of the eleven South
crn states exceeded the large states of Thnors Califorma and
New Jersey in popular vote margins This table confimms our
expectation that the large two-party states would not be wholly
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eclipsed by doing away with the Electoral College but 1t 15 also
apparent that the one party states such as those of the South
could expect to become 2 great deal more important mn the
calculations of party leaders and Presidential candidates espe
cually Democrats

However i 1964 an elecion which overturned numerous
political axoms the margin for Johnson was greatest 1o the larger
urbanized states and least i the small Southern states The reason
for tlus exception 1s obvious The Southern states were the only
ones with a sizable mmnonty to whom Goldwater s stand on civil
nights appealed Johnson won dramatically i all other areas In
effect the South became an area of two-party states and the North
of one party states for the duration of that single election If a
man 15 gowng to win as easily as Johnson did he 1s gomg to bury
normal divisions 1n the popular vote as handily as he bures his
opponent

But 1964 was unusual 1 normal elections mn the past the
South has del d lop-sided Dy majorthes Yet cur
ously the nise of the South 1s precisely what many Electoral
College reformers want to prevent They are hornfied at the”
spectre of unpledged hern Electors thr g a Presidential
contest into the House of R es They app ly take
10 comfort from the mab)lxty of the South to make good its
threat both in 1948 and agan 1 1960 And they are particularly
slow to g that these repeated Southern failures occur
primanly because of the umt rule of the Electoral College not
1 spate of 1t Reformers are attemphing to do away with the very
system which helps to prevent the election of the President by
one party states ‘To change the present manner of electing the
President would play directly into the hands of the Southern
states and other ope party states as well

Another proposal once embodied in the ful Lodge
Cosxet Resolunon 1s seen by some reformers as an acceptable

> outnght abol of the Electoral College

and 1ts retention ™ In this scheme the electoral vote m each state
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Southern States Yield a Smaller Dafference i Popular
Votes for the Winner Than Do Larger States

(Large states and Southern states ranked together in order of
the margmn of votes gwven to the wanner of each state 1964)

Two Party
State Voting Population Margn for Winner
New York 7166015 2 669 597
Pennsylvama 4818 668 1457338
Cabfornia 7050 985 1292769
Massachusetts 2344798 1236695
Michigan 3203 102 1076463
Ohio 3969 196 1027 466
New Jersey 2846770 903 828
Hhnos 4702 000 890 887
Texas 2626811 704 619
Mussissippi 409 038 303 856
Alabamal 689 817 268 353
North Carolina 1424983 175 292
‘lennesses 1144046 126 082
Lowsiana 896 293 122 157
Georgia 1139157 94043
South Carohna 524748 93348
Arkansas 560 428 70933
Virginia 1042 267 70704
Florida 1854 481 42,599

Unpledged Democratie Electors

is spht b the candid g to thewr proportion of
the popular vote This is not a compromise but the most extreme
“reform” of all Under this system large urban two-party states
would no longer be able to delver large blocs of electoral votes
to the winning candidate in the state In fact, the electoral yote
in two-party states would be quite evenly divided between the
two candidates nesther one receiving more than o margin of two
or three clectoral votes. Hence the bargaining position of these
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states at national conventions would be deastikally rediced and
Prestdentiad nominees would bemn to follow a d ftezent stratecy
in their campaigne giving special attention to thote states in
which they felt a luge difference in electoral votes cou'd be
abtained

Once again the proposed reform throws the emphans on the
amount of differcnce sathin the state betwcen the winner and the
loser In this cise however it s the electoral s3tes of the states
which are divided rather than the popular votes This effectively
cancels out the advantige of the lrge states The fact that the
Electoral College undermrepresents the lirge states in the Ent
place esen further reduces their influence The following tabh
shows how under normal pohitical conditions the large states are
in cffect neutralized by proposals to divide the clectoral vote
proportiomlly between tho candidates There is no pomnt m
dealing with the speeial ease represented by 1968 because the
Democratic victory \\as so overwhelming that 8 is dufficult to
imagine a ly ic method of ling votes that
would have nltcrcd the outcome

Larger States Lose Influence
When Their Electoral Vote Is Split

Electoral vote advantage gnen to the winning candidate

If electoral votes were spht

State Under present system proportionatcly in 1960
New York 45 2475
Cabforma 32 064
Pennsylvania 32 864
nois 27 027
Ohio 25 16
Texas 24 48
Michigan 20 4
Massachusetts 16 32

New Jersey 18 128
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The reduttish* it INtERee ttrered by the large states under
this proposal mught mean m effect that the overrepresentation
of sparsely populated and one party states i the Congress would
entely d the 11 Jang process unchecked by
a President obliged to cultwvate urban and two party constitu
encies

Most of the current eriticisms of the Electoral College come
about because 1t 15 clumed that majonty rule 1s endangered
Peaple ask “Isn’t there something inberently wrong with a sys
tém which makes st possible for a President to be elected by
somethmg less than a majonty of the Amencan electorate?”
Twelve times 1 our history a President of the Umted States has
been elected by a majonty of the Electoral College but by less
than & majonty of the popular vote Three tumes the winner
recerved fewer popular votes than the loser Those who beleve
m majonty rule deplore these facts and want to change our
Constitution accordingly On the whole we favor the rule of the
majonty We believe, however that most people tend to forget
the extent to which our Constitution 15 1n fact designed to thwart
maonty rule

In our form of government majonty rule does not operate i
a vacuum but within a system of “checks and balances” The
President, for example holds a veto power over Congress which
of exercised requires a two thirds vote of each House to overnde
Treaties must be ratfied by two thirds of the Sepate and amend
ments to the Constitution must be proposed by two-thurds of
Congress or of the state legislatures and ratified by three fourths
of the states Presidential appomtments 1 most cases must re
cewve Senatonal approval The Supreme Court passes upon the
constitutionality of legislative and executive actions Involved
these political arrangements is the hope that the power of one
branch of government wall be counter balanced by certap
“checks™ from another the result being an approximate “balance”
of forces In the past the Electoral College had 1ts place
wathin thus system. Ongmally designed to check popular major;
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ties from choosmg Presidents unwisely the Electoral College
provided a “chech” on the overrepresentation of rural states
the legislative branch by giving extra weight to the urban con
stituencies of the Prestdent

Majonty rule should be placed i proper perspective by
considenng other spects of democratic government such as the
prmaple of political equality We want majonty rule but we
also want all sectors of the population to have an equal voice

m government Overrey wion of rural 1n Congress
mhibited political equality To chech this mequality we had to
either alter the which p d such

i
or provide some other means of prevemmg rural mterests from

dommating the political system Now that the method of deter
mining the composition of Congress 1s undergoing change we can
consider abolishing the Electoral College and turn to majornity (or
plurahty) voting i electing Presidents Other things bemng equal,
a sumpler and more direct method 1s preferable to a device that
has outhved its usefulness

Party Duffe es and Political Stabihiy

The case for the desirability of party reform often rests on
the assumption that Amencan political parties are identical that
this 15 confusing and frustratmg to American voters and that it
1s undeswrable to have a political system where parties do not
disagree sharply

We would suggest rather that there are enough differences
between the pohtical parties to give voters 2 choice but that
many wide policy differences between the parties would be un

ble from the dp of the stabibty of the political
system The parties could well be somewhat further apart on a
few 1ssues however without necessanly decreasing the stability
of the system Qur conceptual tools are too rough to say-much
about small departures from the ewsting situation let us con
sider only extreme changes of the kind advocated by the pro
ponents of pohcy government

AN
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Imagme for a moment that the two paries were M total and
extreme disagreement on every major pomnt of public policy
One group would appease the USSR the other would court
nuclear war One group would stop Soctal Secunty the other
would expand 1t drastically One group would raise tanfs the
other would abolish them entirely Obviously one consequence
of having clear cut parties with strong pohicy positions would be
that the costs of losing an election would skyrocket 1f parties
were forced to formulate coherent full-dress programs and were
foreed to carry them out “responsibly,” then people who did not
favor these programs would have no recourse Clearly thewr
confidence 1n a government whose policies were not to therr
lang would suffer and mdeed they might feel strongly enough
about preventing these policies from being enacted to do some

thing drastic like leaving the country, or not complying with
gov tal 1

£ or n an case seehng to
change the political system by force. This bear i rnd assumes
a more or less even distnb of m the

P
popul which 15 listic what really happens 1s that
nobody votes for the unpopular side
In fact we have a poliical system that 1s kund to losers
Why? Because both Presidential parties usually agree on 2 wide
vanety of 1ssues because people other than the President have
to pass on policies before they are enacted by law and these
people are not bound by the Presidential platform
This 15 we suggest not necessanly a bad thing  Suppose
that each major political pasty were composed solely of people
who supported 1t because and only because 1t represented their
views on a wide range of pohaes The surface attractiveness of
this 1dea dimimshes rapidly once we consider the consequences
The most immediate results would be extraordimary mstabihity in
the party system For as soon as people changed thewr muinds or
the party changed 1ts posiion vast numbers of its adherents
would leave Great swings m party strength might take place
leaving th2 munonty party on cecasion vartually without repre
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sentation Who then would take on the butdens of prsty opposi
tion? Who would tike the Iead in introducing rival policies to
compete for public favor?
The existence of a onc purty system would be the least of
our troubles What would be the point in building up a party
il if it were d d to come bling down with
every sigmficant change of opinfon? None at all So the function
of nominating and electing candidates would become a matter
for shifting groups of individuals varying from issue to issue and
place to place Naturally those groups with the best organizations
the most money and the greatest interest in the policies of the
day would predomnate No longer would it be possible to use
party wdentification as a shortcut 1s a means of reducing informa
tion costs about candidates Unless voters spent most of their
time finding out precisely what officcholders were doing, they
would have Little 1dea how to vote Nevertheless thewr votes might
be more 1mportant to them because the dizzying alternation of
policy would have created such political chaos as to disrupt
normal patterns of Life We nced go no further to make the point
that the existence of a hard core of party adherents who do not
easily switch party allegiance from year to yeir prowvides an
element of stability for the party system and thus for the whole
political system as well Paradoxcally the attempt to make issues
all important as a means of increasing the rationality of public
decisions greatly decreases the chances for making any sort of
meanmgful decisions at all
Party platforms written by the Presidential parhes should be
understood not as ends m themselves but as means to obtaning
and holding public office It would be strange indeed :f one party
found pohcies like Social Secunty and unemployment compensa
tion to be enormously popular and yet refused to mcorporate
them into its platform® This would have to be a party of
deologues who cared everythmng about therr pet ideas and
nothing about winmng elections Nor would 1t profit them much
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since they would never get elected and never be i a position to
do something about thew 1deas Eventually :deologues have to
make the choice between pleasing th Ives and pleasing others

Actually, party platforms do change over a perod of time
a cychical movement The differences betw een the parties may be
great for one or two elections until nnovations made by one
pacty are picked up by the other The net change from one decade
to the next however 1s substantial Let us begin when platforms
are more or less abke Their sumlanty begins to gwve way as it
appears that certam demands 1n society are not bemng met The
munonty party of the period senses an opportumty to gam votes
by articulating and promusing to meet these demands The
majonty party reluctant to let go of a winmng combination
tesists In one or two élections the mnonty party makes its bid
and makes the appropniate changes 1 its platforms Then 1n the
eosuing elections of the party which has changed its platform
loses it drops the mnovation If 1t wins however and wins big
the other party then seeks to take over what seem to be its most
popular planks and the platforms become more and more alike
agam

We can see this cycle clearly in the New Deal period The
1972 Democratie platform though hinting at change was much
Iike the Republican especially in its emphasis on balancing the
budget A great difference wn platforms could be noted 1n 1936
as the Democrats made a bid to consolidate the New Deal and
the Republicaus stood pat The spectacular Democratic trumph
signaled the end of widely dwergent platforms By 1940 the
Republicans had concluded that they could not conbnue to
oppose the welfare state wholesale 1f they ever wished to win
agamn By 1952 the parties had come much closer to one another
as the Republicans adopted most of the New Deal Though the
platforms of the major parties were simular to each other m both
1932 and 1952 the differences between 1932 and 1952 for exther
party were enormous
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Sometimes reformers deplore what they regard as an excessive
amount of mud shnging 1n campaigns but also ask that differ
ences among the major parties be sharply increased in order to
give the voters a clear choiee The two 1deas arc incompatible
to some extent It would be surprising indeed if the parties dis
agreed more sharply about more and more subjects 1 an increas
ngly gentlemanly way A far more likely outcome would be an
merease . vituperation as the stakes of campaigns increased
passions rose tempers flared and the consequences of victory
for the other side appeared much more threatening than had
heretofore been the case The 1964 campmgn 15 a good case n
pomt

Those who claim American elections are a fraud and wish to
see great things deaided in these contests all the time often pomnt
to Great Butam as a shining example of the nght way to do
things There m that wiser country where the fires of class war
fare are held (fortunately) to burn more fiercely the voters have
real choices They vote a government n or out and the victorious
party goes about making great changes i order to carry out its
mandate

Ths tale may be a pretty one according to ones taste for
conflict but 1t 15 quite exaggerated The truth m 1t occurs every
once 1 a great while much as American party platforms present
sharp and profound differences about that often Such was the
case 1n 1945 when the Labour Party staged its great bid to bring
the full welfare state to Britamn and to nationahize what it could
The overwhelmmng Labour victory did its work The Conserva
twves soon decrded to adopt all the most pupular parts of the
Labour Party prog dicare I d left
Labour holdmg the unpopular bag of nat lization By 1955
the two major parties i Britam were presenting much the same
program By 1958 the only difference we could find was that
Labour offered sixpence more on the pension Most of the time
m fact m Britam as m the United States the great partes lean
toward the undivided middle 4
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The Labour Party s reaction to the problem of nahonalization
15 mstructive ‘The party was reluctant to leave behind 1ts hentage
1n this respect nor was 1t certam that this issue alone caused
1ts electoral defeats after 1050 Nevertheless 1t moved however
panfully away from a stondent posiion on the subject There
were pleas from those who put 1deological consistency first and
felt that the lesson to be learned from each defeat was to propose
more of the same Parties do not usually choose to die m this
way however and Labour politicians who hoped one day to gam
office won out over thewr more 1deologically mchined colleag
Indeed since regaming office 1n 1964 the Labour Party leader
ship has carefully avoided a showdown in Parhament over
natonalization of mdustry

15 PARTY REFORM RELEVANT?

Even 1f reform were successful and the political system did
not suffer detnimental effects such as we have outhned many of
the problems at which reform 15 amed still would not be closer
to solution Thus 1t can be argued that the achievement of party
government 15 beside the pomt

Can we say for eample that the present system shows

marked or widespread h n Congress? This 1s
perhaps an overstated problem for m fact, on roll call voting

party alleg 18 the o h force in Congress It
has been d

d that party 15 ger than other bases of

lleg) ger than s bsm rural versus urban native

versus foreign born 42 Party cohesion depends to be sure on the
nature of the 1ssue On the organization of Congress iself and
on patronage matters each party 1s aligned 100 per cent agamnst
the other Defense policies and appropriations usually show wide
spread agreement among members of both parhes a situation
which 15 widely regarded as desirable Some issues hike race
relations may spht each of the parties down the mddle On the
economuc and welfare 1ssues where the general label of hiberal
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1 1, 1

upon the P for g ina £ ally p
world where our personal expenience rarcly proves a rchable
guide Perhaps this is why the President s papularity rises sharply
whenever he acts in an intemational crisis even in cases like the
invasion of Cuba and the Suez ensis which were from our point
of view disasters #* Rather than secing danger in our Presidents
being thwarted by hostille Congresses the more hkely danger is
that few except the President will have much to say about the
most vital foreign policy decisions which may have to be made
1n a ternbly short time

Perhaps the most significant area with impact on foreign
policy 1n which some contradiction among party policies appears
is 1n the area of tanffs ¢ The United States seeks the stability
of nations like Japan, on the one hand and sets up tanff barners
which may help undermmc this stahlhly on the other Interests
which find themsel ged seck a sympathetic hearing
m Congress where members are less attuned to foreign policy
considerations than 1s the President

It would not in any event be surpnsmg if governments
were d about p: g the of domestic andus
tries to some extent Looking at nations ke Britamn France and
Germany whose governments can command automatic support
m parhament we find that they are also nterested in protecting
therr domestic industries and the workers who depend on them
The negotiations on the Common Market made this abundantly
clear If party government let us say on the British model were
suddenly to appear m the United States there would still be the
necessity of bargammng with mterests within the majonity party
and no one doubts that the impact of tanff levels on industry
would have to be considered The United States bas for the most
part, been moving toward a tanff position more consonant with
1ts forergn policy objectives At least we have done no worse than
other democratic natons with different party systems

There 15 an unfortunate tendency to blame the American de-
centralized party system for all sorts of thmgs which cannot

11 1
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properly be laid at ats door In 1960 after the U 2 madent blew
up the summit meetng 1n Pans, many recruminations were voiced
about the lack of coordmation 1 Washington Wasnt it temble,
these cnitics cried, that m this ensis we were let down by our
fragmented political system which permtted so many spokesmen
to go off mn different direchons? A careful review of these events
Teveals however, that the charges were wholly erroneous The
problem was not at all one of lack of coordmaton Just the
opposite All the responsible officials were followmng whatever
mstructions they had the trouble was that these instructions
tumed out to be poor ones The apparent inconsistencies the
clumsy efforts to cover up resulted from the defective mstruc-
twons “Lack of coordmation” presumably means that the offcials
mvolved all went therr separate ways without regard to what the
President wanted 1t cannot properly be taken to mean that they
did badly because the central directions they followed turned
out not to be appropnate
‘When we turn to Great Bntain where policy government has
long been established, we do not find that ability to command a
certamn majonty mn the House of Ci helps Pnme M
solve foreign policy problems better than Presidents Her Majes
tys Government 1s m at least as much turmoil as ours because
1ts problems are as difficult. The Prime Mimster may be better
able to distegard enticism but this is not necessanly an advantage
‘The most ple of failure of d leader
ship 1n recent tunes comes not from the Umited States but from
Great Bnitam There m the 1930’s Stanley Baldwin and Neville
Chamberlam led therr country to the brnk of rumn when they
failed to inform the people of the growmng danger of Nan Ger
many partly because they thought their people were profoundly
pacifist and would defeat them at the polls These men were
patnots who wished therr country well they had devoted thew
Ifetimes to ats service Had they realized the full implications
of their achons {or fallures to act) they undoubtedly would have
done otherwise Uncertan as to the course of events prone tn
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underestimate the fury of their foes abroad they allowed them
selves to be swayed by the notion that the people would not stand
for the truth no matter how essential that truth was Surely the
eustence of a cohesive party system with sharp policy differences
between the parties did nothing to avoid this disaster If any
thing party cohesion permitted Baldwin and Chamberlain to
proceed with impumty agamst the attacks leveled by Churchill
and others who vanly sought to alert the nation So strong was
party unity that 1t took the calamitous events of 1940 threaten
ng the very exnstence of the nation, to bring about a change n
government

Policy government 1s not b 1 for of
domestic politics and we will want to define more prccxsely its
likely impact But before we proceed m this direction it 1s
necessary to modify the policy government proposals so that they
are more defensible For so long as its proponents msist that the
parties be both popular and extremely far apart on many policies
the contrad m thus approach do grave damage to the
consistency and vahdity of their proposals Let us agree to modify
the reformers proposals by stating that the major Presidential
parties should be able to propose coherent policies to the elec-
torate and to carry them out after they assume office regardless
of whether their policies are or are not similar

Now we are m a position to wnte a sort of profit and loss
statement on what would be mvolved in the realm of domestic
pohtics of policy government were nstituted The benefits would
accrue almost entirely to hberals (and the interests they represent)
with superior access to the President who would have a better
chance of securing the enactment of the welfare and cvil nghts
measures they prefer Conservatives would stand to lose ther
power and therr pohey pref as their Cong 1 bastion
was weakened 1f not rendered wholly useless Liberals in Congress
would gan more of thewr preferred policies at the cost of losing
Congressional power Where the present system enables them to
mantam their power as Congressmen while achieving some of
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strongholds 1n the aties candidates who will make a career out
of service 1n Congress rather than regarding thewr service as a
stepping stone toward a judgeship or some other such position
There 15 no need for conservatives to enjoy their present supen
onty of semonty skill and dedication (3) greater attention by
national party leaders to the distribution of Congressional com
mattee positions 5o that liberal majonities on crucial commuttees
may be more readily aclueved The recent success at the start
of the 88th Congress 1 permanently expanding the House Rules
Commuttee and putting men favorable to wellare legislation on
House Ways and Means and Appropriations Committees are
good examples of what might be done (4) development of
strategres which show the mass of people especially urban people
the stake they have in welfare legislation and which bnng home
to them the mnportance of presenting their views to therr Con
gressmen No doubt it seems easter to talk blithely about a
revolutton m the party system than to actually do something to
merease the support which the mass of people give to legislation
which 15 presumed to benefit them Action 1n any one or all of
these directions would m our opmion do more to secure welfare
legislation than talk about policy government or taking actions
which are bound to be futile Kpowimng what we know now m
1967 we can well understand why the clamor for Congressional
party reform has died down after the 89th Congress passed an
enormous amount of the legislation that hiberals had tned so hard
to get in the 1940's and 1950s The major reason these bills
passed was that the Democrats were able to elect an extraordmary
majorsty {particulacly n the House) in 1964 Indirectly of course
Barry Gold s was ible for putting enough
liberal Democrats in Congress to vxrtually complete the New
Deal. It should also be said however that years of effort begun
half a decade before that altered the compositon of crucial
Congressional committees was also important m securing this
Tesult.

To summanze Most of the reforms suggested by students
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of the party system are we believe desmigned to give greater
power to hiberal Presidents to enact their domestic programs and
to dimmssh  correspondmgly the power of Congress For the
conduct of foreign affairs these changes would we beleve be
largely urelevant With respect to the stabihity and meclusiveness
of the two major parbies themselves the reforms might well be
detnmental owing to the encouragement they might well give
to sphinter parties And finally we observe that the case for party
feform has certamly not been made The enunciation of large
national problems does not 1n and of 1tself demonstrate the link
age of these problems to the party system The prescription of
reforms does not m and of itself provide the strategy or the
power or the mnducements to carry them out Until these key
Links 1n the argument are forged the advocacy of party reform
will to be an acad ppealing to the frus
trations of unsophisticated audsences but without practical effect

NOTES
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g to achieve therr desired ends only by enterng to coopera
tion with other participants in the system by making coalitions

What sorts of behavior are encouraged m a system which re-
quires coahtions? Coalitions mean bargaming Participants must
give something in order to get something Those who start out
with the most resources to give have an advantage But skill also
counts The przes tend to go to those mdividuals and groups
who are skilled 1n usmg whatever resources they have to put
together and maintain coalitons They help themselves by find
ing ways i which the interests bf others may also be served

The most conspicuous problem that Amenican political parties

face 1s to achieve a record of ad y and plishment m
public policy while b g the of Presidential and
Congressional wings

The parties that convene at the national conventions do not
contain the same roster of personnel the same coalitions of inter
ests or the same majonities as the parties that meet 1n Congress
These two different types of parties though they bear the same

party labels rep and persp es
The | are d ding to 'the winnung
strategy dictated by the Electoral Collegc Congress is still some
what weighted ding to the overrep in state legis
latures (which detemincs the shape of Congressional dustricts)
of rural interests ® ding to the ronal rule giving
each state two Senators reg; wdl of popul and ding

to the rules of scmionty that goven thc House and Senate and
which tend to favor one party areas This explains why for ex
ample the conservative wing of the Republican party though
dominant in that party in Congress for many years had for many
years until 1964 failed to nom:nate a candidate of 1ts own choos
sng 2t the Republcan Nstona) G tion The il on
the Democratic side between the two party coalitions was made
abundantly clear m 1956 when Senator Estes hefauver defeated
Senator John hennedy for the Vice Prendential nomunation in
the convention and lost to the man from Massachusetts in the
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Senate a few months later 1n a contest for a place on the prestige
ful Toreign Relations Committee Obwviously the same interests
and consid were not d 1n the national convention
and the Senate

Even when a President and a Congressional majonty bear the
same party 1dentification 1t may be nnd often 1s necessary 1n a
Presidential election paign to adjust thewr varying interests
on particular policies This 15 done through bargamng and the
creation of a coaliion including interests represented m both
Congressional and Presdential parties

Although the lack of cohesion and discipline atinbuted to
American parties can be overemphasized it 15 true that on many
major pohicies the President cannot rely on support from the
full complement of s party in Congress but must seek the sup
port of at least some members of the other party Thus inter
party coalitions are necessary and common m Amencan national
polities

Power within Congress 1s fragmented and dispersed Bits and
preces of nfl are d qually to be sure among
committee chawrmen appropriations subcommuttees the Speaker
of the House the House Rules Commuttee the Senate majority
and nunority leaders the Presidents lobbyists and others How
15 legislation passed and defeated then if 1t 15 not done by a
central body of cohesive leaders who are able to enforce therr
will on Congress?

Legsslative policy 15 approved or rejected by bwldng 2 ma
jonty coabition through a process of bargaming and the proposal
of objectives appealing to a wide vanety of terests A semes of
bulls may contain attractions for all concessions may be
log rolling may be attempted and other bargammng q
used If the 1dentical majonty were required to pass every piece
of legistation however and the diversity of interests in Congress

d ona hy

p gr P legislative program the
Amenican pohtical system could lead to stalemate and go the way

of the French Fourth Repubhc Actually legislation in the van

offered
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ous policy areas often requires
Leguslative politics therefore is largely d with
mg coalitions appropnate to each set of polictes
The President does not have sufBeent power to accomplish
all hus purposes and those the nation sets for um by 1ssmng
orders He must obtan the support of others Congress holds the
wital power of the purse and the general leguslative authonty
which the President needs But much of the time he cannot either
help or harm legsl. | they are d and elected
m their own constituencies at the local and state levels Conse-
quently to get some of the things he wants the President may
have to trade some topJevel appomtments and make pohey con
to 11 Congress or to interest groups
or local party Jeaders who can exert mfluence mn Congress
Power is also frag d and dipersed in the
branch Parts are held by bureau chiefs department heads
terest groups members of Congress party leaders coordma!mg
the E: Office ind 'y com
mussions and of course by the President humself With no cen
tral authonty to dictate deaisions admmistrative politics require
the formation of coaliions among the many dispersed centers of
power
“This does not mean” 2 contemporary student of the Prest
dency says, “that Presidents are powerless  If that were true
they would have nothing with which to bargam They do have
a veto powers over foreign policy and the armed forces some
executive authonty and other resources at their disposal “It
does mean though that Presidential power must be exercised
ad hoc through the employment of whatever sources of support
can be found and put together

case by case™

We may aclueve some perspective on the American situation
by noting how it dufers from British and French expenence In
Great Britan the major parties form therr coaktions of nterests
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to say that our elections transmt unerrngly the policy prefer
ences of electorates to leaders or confer mandates upon leaders
with regard to specific poheres

It 1s easy to be cymcal and expect too little from elections
or to be euphoric and expect too much from them A cynical
view would hold that the United States was ruled by a power
elite—a small group outside the democratic process Under these
crrcumstances the ballot would be a sham and a delusion What
dufference can it make how voting 15 carmed on or who wins if
the nation 15 actually governed by other means® On the other
hand a euphone view holding that the Umted States ws ruled
as a mass democracy with equal control over deaisions by all or
most citizens would enormously magmfy the smportance of the
ballot Through the act of casting a ballot it could be argued a
majontty of citizens would determmne major national pohicies
What happened at the polls would not only decide who would
occupy public office 1t would also determine the content of
specific policy decisions In 2 way public office would then be a
sham because the power of decision mn mmportant matters would
be removed from the hands of public officials A third type of
politica’ system~— pluralist one in which numerous minontics
compete for shares in policy making within broad Limits pro
vided by free el has more compl 1 It sug
gests that balloting is important but that st docs not often de
termine individunl policy decisions The ballot both guides and
constrains public officials who are free to act withm fauly broad
Limits subject to anticapated responses of the voters and to the
desires of the other active participants

In fact st1s evident from our deseniption of coalition politics
that the Amencan political system is of the plurahst type Public
officals do make major policy decisions but elections matter
in that they determine which of two competing parties holds
public office In a competitive two party situation such as exists
in Amencan Presidential politics the Lvely possibility of change
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(T,

provides an
touch with followers

But 1t would be mnaccurate to suggest that voters in Prest
dential elections transmut their policy preferences to elected of
ficals with a ugh degree of rehabiity There are few clear
mandates m our pohitical system owing to the fact that elections
are fought on so many ssues and 1n so many mcompletely over
lappmg constituencies Often the vowcrs elect officsals to Con
gress and to the Presidency who disagree on public policies
Thus as we shall show mandates are not only impossible to
wentify but even if they could be identified they mught well be

possible to enact becatse of m the mstructions

1ssued to offictals who must agree on legislation 3

Presidential elections are not referenda The relationship be
tween Presidential elections and policies 15 a great deal subtler
than the rel ): the of referenda and the
policies they pertamn to In theory the Amencan political sys
tem 15 designed to work like this two teams of men one m
office the other seeking office both attempt to get enough votes
to win elections In order to wm they go to vanous groups of
voters and by offermg to pursue policies favored by these groups
hope to attract their votes If there were only one office seelung
team their mcentive to respond to the policy preferences of
groups m the population would dumnish f there were many
such teams the chances that any one of them could achieve a
sufficient number of backers to govern would dummsh Hence
the two party system 1s regarded as a kand of compromise be
tween the goals of responsiveness and effectiveness

The proponents of a different theory would say that elections
gwe the wmmng party 2 mandate to carry out the policies
proposed durmg the campaign Only in this way they mamntam
1s popular rule through the ballot meanmgful A basic assump-
tion 1n their argument s that the voters (or at least a majonty
of them) approve of all or most of the pohaes presented by

for political leaders to remam in
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the wictonous candidate No doubt this is plausible but not in
the sense intended beetuse as we have seen @ vote for a Presi
dential candudate 1s usually merely an expression of 4 party habit
and particular policy dircctions are not necessanly implied in
the vote Most voters in the Umited States are not ideologically
onented That is they do not sce or mike connections among
sssues They do not seck to create or to adopt coherent systems
of thought in which issues are related to onc another in some
logical pattern 1 this is the case then voters can hardly be said
to transmit preferences for particular policies by electing candt
dates to public office

Other basic objections to the idea that our elections are de
signed to confer mandates on speaific public policies may also be
raised Furst the 1ssues debated in the campaign may not be the
ones m which most voters arc interested These issues may be
ones which interest the candidates which they want to stress or
which interest segments of the press but there 15 no necessary
reason to believe that any particulr issuc is of great concern to
voters ust because 1t gets publicity Time and time agan voting
studies have demonstrated that what appear to be the major
1ssues of a campaign turn out not to be sigmficant for most of the
electorate In 1952 for ple three great Republican themes
were Commumism horea and corruption It turned out that the
Communsm issue given perhaps the most publicity had vartually
no ampact Democrats simply would not beheve that therr party
was the party of treasson and Repubhcans did not need that
issue to make them vote the way they usually did Rorea and
corruption were noticeable 1ssues ¢ Yet how could anyone know
1 the absence of a public opinon poll which of the three 1ssues
were important to the voters and which constituted a mandate?
There were i any event no sigmficant policy differences be-
tween the parties on these 1ssues—Democrats were also agamst
Commurnism and corruption and also wanted an end to the war
1 Korea

A second reason why voting for a candidate does not neces
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to tell us much about speaific issues Some people vote on the
basis of a candidate s personality Others follow a friend s recom-
mendation Still others may be thinking about policy 1ssues but
may be all wrong in their perception of where the candidates
stand It would be difficult to distinguish the votes of these people
from those who know care and differentiate among the candi
dates on the basis of 1ssues We do know however that fssue-
oriented persons are usually 1n a minonty while those who cast
therr ballots with other things 1n mind are generally 1n the
majonty

Even 1if there 1s good reason to beheve that a majonty of
vaters do approve of speaific policies supported by the wvictonous
candidate the mandate may be difficult or impossible to carry
out A man may get elected for 1 policy he pursued or preferred
m the past which has no ref to present cir One
could have voted Republican b Dsight Eisenhower ended
the war m horea but this does not point fo any future policy
that 15 currently in the realm of Presidential discretion “Corrup-
tion” m 1952 was a kind of 1ssuc where there was really no way of
carrymng out a supposed date other than d g to be
honest a course of action we may be pardoned for beleving
that Adla: Stevenson would have followed as well John F Ren
nedy promsed 1n 1960 to get the nation moving This was broad
enough to cover a multitude of vague hopes and asprations
More speaifically as President Kennedy may dearly have wished
to make good on this promise by mncreasing the rate of growth
1 the national economy but no one was quite sure how to do
this Lyndon Johnson was able to make good many of his 1964

on d policy but saying he would be
more respon51ble than Goldwater did not constitute a viable
future policy for Vietnam

Leaving aside all the difficulties about the content of a man
date there 1s no accepted defimition of what size electoral victory
gwes a President special popular sanction to pursue any par
ticular pohicy Would a 603 victory be sufficient? This 1s rarely
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achieved Does 55 scem reasonahle? What about 51 or 52 how

ever or the cases In which the winner receives less than half of
the votes cast? And is it night to ignore the multitudes who do
not vate and whose prefcrences are not directly bewng considered?
One might ignore the nonvoters for the purpose of this analysis
i they dwnded in their pref between candidates in nearly
the same proportions as those who do vote But they often dont
In practice this problem is eastly solved Whocever wins the elec-
tion is allowed to pursue whatever policies he pleases within
the substantial constraints imposed by the rest of the polhtical

system This, in the end is all that 8 “mandate” is in Amencan
politres

EXTREMISM

Among the most important things accomphshed by a pobtieal
system Iike ours s that st discourages the most extreme alterna
twes hnowing that policies which would outrage sigmficant
groups 1n the country would result 1n a stream of protests leading
to Toss of the next clection the party in power 15 restramed from
the worst excesses For people in countries like America or Great
Britam this may be difieult to appreciate precisely because they
rarely have occasion to witness these extremes extreme policies
are effechvely ruled out by the party system and free elechions
Ths 1s not so everywhere and we can get an msight into what is
possible when the ull of free el 15 mMussing
Imagime that 1 1956 the Umted States repudiated sts national
debt on the ground that it was mflationary Suppose that ten
years p ly ouwr g had con§i d sbout mme
tenths of all savings by 1ssuing new currency worth only a tenth
of the old No doubt there would have been nots 1n the streets
petitions galore funous political participation by mullions of
formerly mactive aitizens and a complete change of government
as soon as the election laws allowed Can we concerve of a situa
tion m which our government would ship mulions of tons of
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wheat abroad while millions of our own people were starving?
All these extreme policies have been pursued by the Sowiet Union
We are more fortunate than we Jmow if we can say that it is
dufficult or impossible to imagine extreme pohicies like these bemng
camed out Indeed 1t s hard to imagine that anyone in a respon
sible position would think of such pohcies let alone attempt to
promulgate them Here we come to a key pomnt No one thinks
about these things senously because everyone understands that
they simply could not be done

Extreme policies are discouraged 10 a more subtle way Free
elections discourage persons with extreme views from running for
office because posuble allies of such people know that they can
not win and that if they do their victonies wall last only until
the next election Extremusts deprive too many people of too
many of ther preferred policies to win office easlly Thus we find
that would be Presidential aspirants do not get far if they are
known publicly to hold bigoted views about racial or rehgious
mmontes or 3f they have done or smd things which suggest that
they are extremely hostle to large populahon groups such as
laborers or small businessmen Moreover thase who do attan
office and wish to enjoy its benefits find that compromise and
concihation bring greater rewards than hostility and intransi
gence The political system conditions those who accept the rules
of free elechons to moderate behavior

PARTY COMPETITION AND POLICY

Aside from casting extremmsts out beyond the pale free elec
tions and a two party system operate to bring governmental pol
rcy roughly 1n line with mtense public preferences over a reason
able span of tune Through the tnal and error of repeated elec
toral expenences party leaders discover that certan policies must
be excluded and others included of they are to have any hope of
winmng The “out” party has a built m mcentive to propose poh
cies more popular than the “in” party m order to assume office
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carried out Indeed it is hiard to imagine that anyone in a respon
sible position sould think of such policies let alone attempt to
promulgate them Here we come to a key point No one thinks
about these things seriously because everyone understands that
they simply could not be done

Lxtreme policies are discouraged in a more subtle way  Free
elections discourage persons with extreme views from running for
office because possible allies of such people know that they can-
not win and that {f they do their victories wall tast only until
the next clection Dxtremusts deprive too many people of too
many of their preferred policies to win office casily Thus we find
that would be Presidential aspirants do not get fa if they are
known publicly to hold bigoted views about racial or religious
munontics or if they have done or said things which suzgest that
they are extremely hostile to farge population groups such as
Tak or small b Morcorver those who do attan
office and wish to enjoy its benefits find that compromse and
conailiation bring grenter rewards than hostlity and intransy
gence The politieaf system conditions those who accept the rules
of free electians to moderate behavior

PARTY COMPETITION AND FOLICY

Asude from casting extremusts out beyond the pale free elec-
tons and a two party system operate to bring governmental pol
icy roughly 1 hine with mtense public preferences over a reason
able span of time ‘Throngh the tnal and crror of repeated elec-
toral expenences party leaders discover that certam policies must
be excluded and others wncluded if they are to have any hope of
wmning The “out” party has a built 1n incentive to propose polt
cies mare popular than the “n party 1n order to assume office

N
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And the “m” party is highly = ted to 1 by adapti

14 y adapting
the policy stself or by proposing others which it believes may be
even mote popular Party competition for votes brings public
wlcy mto accord with prvate preferences This caleutus of
support s far from precise 1t is necessarily based more on hunch
and puesswork at any pomt n time than on hard facts Party
feaders undoubtedly have a number of policies which they know
they must nclude or exclude such as Social Secunty and vet
erans beneits Beyond that h , they face 1ble un
certamty 1n determuung winch policies will prove to be the most
popular wath the largest number of voters who are n a posiion
to help them Polcics themselves may break down subjecting
proponents to charges of meflectiveness There may be conse-
quences of consequences which turn what once looked like a good
thing into a disaster John hennedy mght have been helped
by a suceessful Cuban vasion but how was he to know that 1t
would turn 1nto a rout? And how could he tell that a Soviet at
tempt to install missiles would enable lum to act decisively and
recoup hus fortunes? President Johnson has found st possible to
do much more than p Presid to 1mp lations with
Communist countries in Fastern Europe Yet the Vietnam war
has certainly created all sorts of additional duBculties 1n dealing
with the Soviet Umion So much for the effectiveness of the
pohev How about the perhap more difficult problem 1n our
system of discovering whether particular policies are so w:dely
preferred as to md ones pohtical fortunes?

Opimon polls may help the polician, but there are always
lingering doubts 2s to the polls reliability 3t 15 not certan in
any event that they tell the political leader what he needs !
know People who really have no OPINION MY give one yyst ro
satisfy the iterviewer People who have an opinion by u’t w],D
care hittle may be counted equally with those whe are nte 0
concerned Many people giving opimons may have no gt nsely
of votmg for some politicians who heed them no mat :” ention
The result may be that the pohtigan will g6t 10 vosh) er what

e support
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from a majonity who agrees with lum but jnstead he wall get
complunts from 1n intense minonty which disagrees The people
who agree with him m1y not vote wlile those who differ may
take retnbution at the ballot box Those who are plewsed may
be the ones who would have voted for the public official anvway
And unless the poll is carefully done it may leave out important
groups of voters overrepresent some underrepresent others and
otherwise gne a misleading impression Other metheds of de-
termimng voter sentiment are bound to be even more unreliable
Who knows whether opinions expressed in newspaper editonals
or a mail campugn are representatne of the majonty of the
voting populice?

Let us turn the question around for a moment Suppose a
candsdate loses office What does this tell him about the polices
he should have preferred? If there were one or two key issues
widely debated and unis ersally understood the election may tell
him 2 great deal But this 1s seldom the case More Likely there
were many 1ssues and st was difficult to separate out those which
did or did not gamner support for hus opponent Perhips the
election was deaided on the busis of personality or some events
m the economie cycle or 2 military engagement-—ponts which
were not debated in the campugn and which m1y not have been
within anyones control The losing cndidate maey always feel
that 1f he continues to educate the public to f1vor the polices
he prefers he will eventually win out Should he lose 1 senes of
electians however lus party would undoubtedly try ta change
something—policies candidates orgamzation maybe all three—
m an effort to improve its fortunes

Let us suppose that a candidate wins an election What does
this event tell im and his party about the policies he should
prefer when 1n office? He can tale 1t on faith that the policies
he proposed during the paign are the populir ones Some
were undoubtedly rather vague and speaific apphications of them
may turn out quite diff ly than the pugn suggested
Others may founder on the rock of prachicalty they sounded
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fine but they ssimply could not be camed out Conditions change
and pohicies which seemed appropnate but a few months before
turn out to be urelevant As the tme for putting policies into
practice draws near the new officeholder may discover that they
generate a lot more opposition than when they were merely
campargn oratory And those pohcies he pursues to the end
may have to be compromised considerably m order to get the
support of other participants i the pohey making process Never
theless 1f he has even a mummal policy onentation the newly
elected candidate can try to carry out a few of his campaign pro
posals secking to mamntamn a general direction consonant with
the approach that may—he cannot be entirely certasn—have con
tributed measurably to his election

Let us summanze The role of Presidential elections has been
found to be very important 1n keeping our political system open
and competitive and m keeping public officials responsive to the
preferences of a vanety of interests mn the general population
However outcomes of these elections cannot by themselves trans
form the pohtical system nor can they register precisely all the
nuances of policies preferred by the general public In spite
of this our system of coahtion pohtics operating within and
among the two parties the President Congress state parties and
mterest groups does provide a knd of substitute for specific
mandates by the electorate

In the Amencan pohtical system both mside and outside of
formal government 1t 1s mecessary to receive multiple agree
ments and clearances from actors (bureaucrats interest groups
legislators the President) vanously situated having somewhat
different roles to play and values to defend 1n order to put new
policies mto effect Alternatives which are fed into the political
system and emerge as dectsions are brought forth m a varety of
ways and a) sorts of gies and Tesources can be mobiized
and focused on pohtical d by ant d parties It 1s 5
system which encourages stability and dlscourages ettremism
which sharply himits the choices available to the general public

’
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i the interests of finding agreement on only two alternatives
esther of which can govern cffectively Very few peaple are per
fectly satisfied with this framesork wathin which our Presidential
clections are hield but even fewer have devised ways of making
the system better wathout simultancously making it worse

NOTES

1 Wesberry vs Sanders Reynolds vs Sims and the wave of
of state legisl. they set off may be expected to

modnfy this condition somcwhnl over the next decade

2 Ruchard Neustadt “The Presidency at \id Century ” Law
and Contemporary Problems 21 (Autumn 1956) 614

3 This parallels fn many respects an argument to be found in
Robert A Dahl A Preface to Democratic Theory (Chicage 1936)

4 Angus Compbell Philip Comverse Warmren E. Miller and
Donald Stokes The American Voter (New York 1960) pp 523-527

5 An excellent popular treatment of this set of alternatives is
contamed in Richard Fryklund 200 Millon Lices (New York 1962)

6 See Dahl A Preface to Democratic Theory pp 124-131
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Appendiz A

1968 PRESIDENTIAL PRIMARIES *

March 12
April 2
Aprl 23
Apnl 30
May 7
May 7
May 7
May 14
May 14
May 28
May 28
June 4
June 4
June 4
June 11

New Hampshire
Wisconsin
Pennsylvama
Massachusetts
Dastrict of Columbia
Indiana

Ohwo

Nebraska

West Virgmia
Oregon

Flonda
Cahforma

New Jersey
South Dakota
Tlnois

In addition Alabwna and New York hold primaries to vote for unpledged
convention delegates Texas election law does not provide for Presidential
primanes but nothing 1 the law prohibuts a political party from distributing
an extra primary ballot sheet on which voters could indicate their Prest

dential pref Neither state

has yet d whether it

will conduct such a preference poll in 1968

287






Appendiz B

CONVENTION DELEGATES AND THE
ELECTORAL COLIEGE 1964 AND 1968

Conoention Delegates

Republican Democratic*  Electoral Votes

State 1964 1968 1964 1968 1964 1968
Alabama 20 26 38 10 10
Alaska 12 12 12 3 3
Anzona 18 18 19 5 5
Arkansas 12 18 32 6 6
California 88 86 154 40 49
Colorado 18 18 23 6 [
Connechcut 16 168 43 8 8
Delaware 12 12 22 3 3
Florida 34 34 51 14 14
Georgia 24 30 53 12 12
Hawaii 8 14 25 4 4
Idaho 14 14 15 4 4
hinors 58 58 14 26 28
Indiana 32 26 51 13 13
Towa 24 24 as 9 8
Kansas 20 20 27 7 7
Kentucky 24 24 34 9 9
Loutsiana 20 26 48 10 10
Mane 14 14 16 4 4
Maryland 20 26 48 10 10
Massachusetts 31 34 69 14 14
Michigan 48 48 02 21 21
Minpesota 28 28 50 10 10

Mississippt 13 20 23 77



Concention Delegates

Republican Democratic®  Electorel Votes

State 1981 1988 1984 1963 1961 1963
Mussotrf 21 21 58 12 12
Montana 14 14 17 4 4
Nebraska 16 16 19 5 5
Nevada ] 2 22 3 3
New Hampshire u 8 15 4 5
New Jersey 40 40 frd JLAN b4
New Mexico 14 14 26 4 4
New York 02 02 179 43 43
North Carolina 26 28 58 13 13
North Dakota 14 8 15 4 4
Ohio 58 58 92 28 26
Oklahoma 22 22 30 8 8
Oregon 18 18 24 6 6
Pennsylvanz 64 B4 125 20 29
Rhode Island 14 It} 27 4 4
South Carolina 18 22 38 8 8
South Dakota 4 14 15 4 4
Tennessee 28 28 40 n 1
Tezas 50 5q 99 25 a5
Utah 14 8 16 b 4
Vermoat 12 12 12 3 3
Virgma 30 24 42 13 12
Washmgton 24 24 a5 9 9
Viest Virgina 14 14 37 7 7
Wisconsin 30 30 46 12 12
Wyoming 12 12 15 3 3
Canal Zone 5 [ ]
Dastrict of Columbia 9 9 18 3 3
Guam 3 [} [
Puerto Rico 5 5 8 o [}
Virgin Tslands* a 3 5 o o
TOTAL 1308 1333 2316 538 538
Needed to nommate 655 667 1159
Needed to elect 270 270

* Figures for the 1968 Democrahce National Convention are not available at
this ume

*Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands are entitled to participate in the Na
tional Conventions but not 1n the Presidential election
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ander Heards The Costs of Democracy (Chapel Hill NC 1960}
and Eugene H Rosebooms A History of Fresidential Elections (New
York 1957) Among the more popular works on the 1960 campaign
are Theodore H Whites The Making of the President 1960 (New
York 1961) and Harry Emsts The Primary that Made a FPresident
West Virgima 1960 (New York 1962) Both of these works are
highly readable and contamn a wealth of lustrations and anecdotes
More scholarly studies of the 1960 campaign mclude Herbert E Alex
anders Financing the 1960 Election (Princeton 1962) lis Respons
bility 1n Party Finance (Princeton 1963) and Sidney kraus ed The
Great Debates (Bloomuington 1962) whuch provide bath facts and
competent analysis of two important and controversial aspects of that
struggle The official record of the campaign the words of the can
didates themselves 15 in Report 994 Parts I II and I 87th
Congress, st Session, US Senate (Washington 1961) entitled re
spechvely The Spceche: of Senator John F Kennedy Presidential

paign of 1960 The Speeches of Vice President Richard M Nixon
Pyendemval Campaign of 1960 and The Joint Appearances of Sena
tor John F Kennedy and Vice President Richard M Nizon Presiden-
tial Compaign of 1960 Two other useful analyses of the 1960 cam
paign are Paul T David, ed The Presidential Election and T
1960-1961 (Washington 1861) and Enc Sevareid ed Candidates
1960 (New York 1953) On the 1964 campagn see Robert D
Noval. The Agony of the GO P 1964 (New York 1965) Richard H
Rovere The Golduater Caper (New York, 1965) Theodore H
White The Making of the President 1964 (New York, 1965) and
Milton C Cummings Jr The National Election of 1964 (Washington,
1866) Funally a dissection of ene type of argument frequently used
in politrcal campaignung s contamed m Aaron B Wildavsky s “The
Intelligent Citizens Gude to the Abuses of Statistres The Kennedy
Document and the Catholic Vote™ i Polsby Dentler and Smith
Polises and Social Life pp 825-844

Paul T David, Ralph M Goldman and Richard C Bams The
Palmc: of Natloml Par!y Conventions (Washmgton 1960) gives a

of Pre conven

tions See also Nelson W Polsby and Aaron B Wﬂdavskys “Uncer
tanty and Decision Making at the Nahonal Conventions ” in Polsby
Dentler and Smith, Politics and Social Life pp 370-389 and Gerald
Pomper Nominating the President The Politics of Convention Choice
(Evanston, 111 1963) For material on specific conventions see Paul
Tillett ed. Inside Politics The National Conventions 1960 (Dobbs
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Fey NY 1962) and Paul T Dawid, Malcolm C Moos and Ralph
A{, Goldman Presidentidd Nomunating Polrics sn 1952 Vols I-V
{Baltmore 1954) Information on the formal aspects of the nomwna
tion and election process can be found 1 Norrination and Election
of the President and Vice President of the United States Including
the Manner of Selecting Delegates to National Political Conventions
House Document #332, 86th Congress 2nd Session (Washington
1960) and, wath the same ttle Senate iem #8998 (January 1964)
Fraally matersals on the actual election results can be found n
Buchard M Scammon, ed. Amenca Votes Vols 1-V (New York,

1956-62) 2ud, with analytical comments 10 Malcolm © Moos Pols
fies Presidents and Coattals (Baltmore 1952)
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