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ABSTRACT 
 

 Scholars charge the study of political realignments, or critical elections, as non-falsifiable 

events so rare that no two realignments share the same catalyst. Despite those noteworthy 

criticisms, non-direct ways to look for evidence of realignment are valuable and there are two 

historic periods, the Slavery and the Civil Rights Eras, which share shifts in racial policy as the 

catalyst. Armed with caches of data and novel spatial statistics, political geographers are moving 

this research program forward. They confront troublesome global analyses with a recognition 

and demonstration of the more refined, local nature of electoral geography. Following them, I 

thread racial issues through time periods separated by more than 100 years using the theoretical 

structure of issue evolution proffered by Carmines and Stimson (1989) and the power theory 

prevalent in political science. The Moran’s I cluster statistic and geographically weighted 

regressions (GWR), a local modeling technique, drive the analyses. Results do not succinctly 

follow the patterns predicted in the issue evolution framework however through the Moran’s I, 

there is solid evidence that the Civil Rights Era was a political realignment. The Slavery Era 

dynamics are tested and the innovative application of the Moran’s I is advanced as a viable 

statistic for measuring realignment. The power theory and subsequent intergroup conflict/threat 

hypothesis is applied to both eras. The Slavery Era GWR analyses, negating some historic 

narratives, demonstrate the 1860 election as a slavery-driven ideological vote. Other historic 

discrepancies are examined. The Civil Rights Era GWR analyses shows strong evidence of a 

threat response and supports the contention that the election was a realigning one. Overall, 

analyses strengthen and elucidate the argument that global analyses obscure important patterns 

and details and support the importance of investigating electoral behavior at a localized scale.  
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CHAPTER I 

United States political realignment is a contentious research paradigm. The study of these 

elections, also referred to as critical elections, is a field of research built on the shoulders of 

political theorizing giants. Although V.O. Key (1955) initiated the discussion, Walter Burnham 

(1965), James Sundquist (1973, Sundquist 1983) and E.E. Schattschneider (1975) are also 

generally credited with laying the foundations for the program.  

Critical realignments are geographically defined as “temporally structured and 

geographically concentrated phenomena that represent marked and enduring breaks in regional 

electoral patterns” (Nardulli 1995 p. 17). While scholars like Sundquist (1983) understood the 

importance of local geography, they were necessarily limited by data and analytic tools. Political 

geographers, enlivened by unprecedented advances in technology and data, are reopening the 

study of critical elections and illuminating the non-global nature of the phenomena (Nardulli 

1995, Darmofal and Nardulli 2010). Spatial analyses are being employed within this literature 

(Darmofal 2008), within congressional elections (Crespin, Darmofal et al. 2011) and within 

electoral research more broadly (Darmofal 2006). Collectively, these authors have demonstrated 

the importance of examining critical elections through the lens of political geography. This 

research follows in their footsteps. 

 

CRITICAL ELECTIONS AND POLITICAL GEOGRAPHY 

The theoretical force behind political geography writ large is that the geographic 

landscapes, at both the sub-national and sub-state scale, play a role in shaping political 

phenomena of all variety. Agnew (1987) criticizes the non-geographic, universal (global) 

assumption that laws are waiting to be uncovered. Further, the assumptions of global laws are 



2 
!

non-geographic in that the places in question could, in effect, be anywhere (Agnew 1987). This 

geographic invariability is “more a normative commitment than an empirical fact” (Agnew 2002 

p. 13).  

Within the larger body of political research, areal units are merely convenient terms for a 

composite of variables that reflect, among other things, historic legacy and geography 

(Przeworski and Zaret 1970, Bunce 2000). The assumption is that, in national or regional aspatial 

analyses, the bundled and unaccounted for variables are wrapped up in the residuals (Przeworski 

and Zaret 1970). Bunce (2000) writes, “like so many explanatory variables in the social sciences, 

region is an encapsulation of a host of specifics that can be combined under the rubric of a single 

term” (p. 722). However, this is a strikingly heavy burden for residuals and/or ‘an encapsulation’ 

to bear when the underlying geography is examined. This is particularly true in light of 

scholarship on the geopolitical diversity in the United States which shows strong local influence 

on social, demographic and political development (Gimple and Schuknecht 2003). Political 

geographers attempt to theoretically and methodologically correct for the heavy burdens placed 

on statistical residuals. 

Within the smaller literatures of critical elections, scholars have theoretically recognized 

the potential geographic role of urbanity (Burnham 1970), pockets of immigrants (Key 1955) and 

industrialization (Andersen 1979). Methodologically, Key (1955, Key 1959), Burnham (1965, 

Burnham 1970) and Sundquist (1983) (among others) employed aggregate areal units to 

conceptualize macro shifts in partisanship. Key recognized that realignments were localized, 

spatially oriented phenomena and not the national tidal wave often romanticized about. Rather, 

realignments “are geographically located events, producing enduring shifts in the aggregate 
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partisan balance in some locations but not in others as a consequence of the differential impact of 

the realigning issues across the country (Crespin, Darmofal et al. 2011 p. 6). 

 Within the more recent critical election/realignment literature, Nardulli (1995) was the 

pre-eminent scholar challenging the traditional assumption that realignments are national, 

sweeping phenomena. He demonstrated, as did the scholars following his footsteps (Darmofal 

2006, Darmofal 2008, Darmofal and Nardulli 2010, Crespin, Darmofal et al. 2011), the fallacy of 

that global assumption. Realignments (and voting phenomena more broadly) vary spatially at 

localized levels. Political geography is clearly essential to the study of critical elections and 

electoral geography more broadly.   

Nardulli (1995) argues for a revitalization of realignment scholarship. Recognizing the 

litany of research contesting both sides of the debate that research on realignment is atheoretic 

and “prescientific” (Carmines and Stimson 1989 p. 25), Nardulli (1995) argues powerfully for 

the idea of critical realignment within the context of electoral behavior. “(A)s an electoral 

concept, the notion of a critical realignment does not have the sweep or appeal of the realignment 

perspective on American political change” (Nardulli 1995 p. 17).  

However, within the less appealing perspective of political change, he believes 

realignment history can inform current theory, specifically that regarding catalysts and receptors 

of political change. Nardulli’s article (1995) examines political disturbances to the presidential 

vote from 1828 to 1984 and his findings boldly confront the notion of national, sweeping 

realignments. To further understand the impacts of massive vote disturbances, he suggests 

expanding research to other types of elections. Although highly geographic in theory, the 

analyses are aspatial. This continues to offer scholars a direction in which to expand his ideas.  



4 
!

Darmofal and Nardulli (2010), in a later and entirely aspatial piece, use normal vote 

estimates at sub-state levels to examine electoral changes across presidential elections in 6 

‘electoral eras’ (the Jacksonian Era, the Slavery Era1, the Jim Crow Era, the Industrial Era, the 

New Deal era and lastly, the Civil Rights Era). The authors specifically test the conversion / 

mobilization / demobilization theses of voting behavior within realigning eras. However, they 

extend the argument that essential to the study of realignment within political geography is the 

notion that  “(C)ritical elections have occurred at very different junctures in American history 

and were spurred by different issues” (Darmofal and Nardulli 2010 p. 268). Therefore the spatial 

and temporal dynamics driving critical elections, at least through the lens of political geography, 

will vary. The research presented here specifically examines two eras of critical elections that do 

share the common thread of race and racial dynamics. This comparison proves beneficial and 

enlightening.  

 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

 Three inter-related articles, all couched through the lens of political geography, are 

presented. The first examines the critical election of the Slavery Era in 1860 and of the Civil 

Rights Era in 1964 under the theoretical framework of issue evolution as explicated by Carmines 

and Stimson (Carmines and Stimson 1980, Carmines and Stimson 1981, Carmines and Stimson 

1986, Carmines and Stimson 1989). The study of realignments is criticized by the fact that no 

two realigning elections share the same catalyst. Although separated in time by more than 100 

years, the race relations and related policy that drove the elections bind them through time. The 

parallels are salient and the comparison provides fruitful returns. The second and third articles 

examine, more specifically, the role of racial attitudes in the Slavery and Civil Rights Eras in 
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determining voter choice. The power theory and intergroup conflict/threat hypothesis of human 

relations provide the theoretical framework. All three articles employ sophisticated spatial 

analyses to help sort through historic and qualitative interpretations of the past. Together, the 

three articles embrace spatial methods and local geographies to explore some of the most 

fascinating times in American history through the lens of some of the most contentious research 

paradigms in American political science.  
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CHAPTER II 

 The existence or non-existence of critical elections in the United States is heavily 

contended. Political geographers are making strides in the debate by recognizing and modeling 

such elections at sub-national and sub-state geographic levels. Few scholars would negate the 

assertion that the 1860 election of President Abraham Lincoln was a realigning election; 

however, the 1964 election of President Lyndon B. Johnson does not share the same consensus. 

By comparing the 1860 election to the more debated presidential election of 1964, I hope to shed 

light on political realignments and electoral behavior writ large. The two elections have 

remarkable similarities that make such comparisons and investigations compelling. Significant 

advances in data readiness and strides in spatial methods allow a granularity of research 

heretofore unavailable to researchers. This article fills some of those gaps.  

 

THE LITERATURE 

The basic definition of realignment is the movement of an electoral cleavage from one 

party identification to another. Carmines and Stimson introduce issue voting (1980) and issue 

evolution (1981, 1986, 1989) to the study of realignment. This article employs new methods to 

assess realigning elections under the issue evolution framework. Elections in the Slavery Era and 

Civil Rights Era are the foci. These two eras provide a particularly interesting comparison 

because of the strong parallels. This is particularly true given the general acknowledgment that 

different issues spur realignments (Darmofal and Nardulli 2010). Regardless of the temporal 

differences and specifics of the issues, racial policies and issues are at the core.  

Issue evolution was developed in response to the authors’ assessments of the critical 

election/realignment literature. The problems they discuss are both theoretical and empirical. 
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Theoretically, classic realignment literature speculates that political eras are either tumultuous or 

quiet, yet not every turbulent era produces profound cleavage shifts. Slow but significant shifts 

have transpired since the early 1940s, but because the shifts are not products of violent or abrupt 

happenings, they remain uncategorized and unexamined. Empirical support for this criticism of 

realignment theory is not possible because data to investigate past realignments are largely non-

existent (Carmines and Stimson 1981). In other words, Carmines and Stimson argue that 

realignment theories are not falsifiable but data availability has increased exponentially in the 

last three decades.  

‘Issue evolution’ is an effort to rectify these theoretical issues. Carmines and Stimson 

provide an alternative definition to realignment: the slow shifts result “from the evolution of new 

issues coupled with the process of generational replacement” (1981 p. 108). Under this theory, 

issue evolution is the impetus for partisan change and continuous, generational replacement of 

voters is the mechanism (Carmines and Stimson 1981). The idea of generational replacement is 

borrowed from Key’s work on secular realignments (1959) in which he articulates a process of 

slow shifts in the electorate.  

Issue voting (Carmines and Stimson 1980) is essential to the issue evolution argument 

and is primarily focused on ‘hard issue’ vs. ‘easy issue’ voting. Issue voting requires that voters 

develop a preference on the issue and calculate their preferences in relation to the preferences of 

the parties and candidates. It is the latter requirement that differentiates hard and easy issues in 

that an accurate calculation of personal preferences in relation to political elites is more 

accurately assessed in relation to easy issues (Carmines and Stimson 1980).  

Downs (1957) laid the ground work for hard-issue voting. For these decisions, voters use 

“sophisticated decision calculus” which “represents a reasoned and thoughtful attempt by voters 
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to use policy preferences” when voting (Carmines and Stimson 1980 p. 78). Easy issue voting is 

described as a “gut response” and shares three qualities (Carmines and Stimson 1980 p. 80).  

First, the issues are symbolic rather than technical. Generally, technical issues require 

Downsian calculus. As such, they are not readily communicable. Symbolic issues, however, 

require a far less sophisticated presentation and understanding. Second, the issue must relate to 

policy outcomes rather than policy means. In part, policy outcomes tend to be symbolic and 

policy means tend to be technical. More importantly however, “preferences about policy ends” 

derive from “common prejudices of the mass culture” and such “normative premises are not by 

definition informed” and “neither do they need to be articulated” (Carmines and Stimson 1980 p. 

80). Lastly, easy issues have been on the political landscape for a long time. Prolonged issue 

salience, as well as simplicity, are required for an issue to produce a gut response from the mass 

electorate (Carmines and Stimson 1980).  

Place and time play a significant role. For example, the authors point to the south, where 

educational attainment was generally lower and one-party factionalism was present, as a 

region/geographic area with a preponderance of easy issue voters and a dearth of hard issue 

voters. Although voter sophistication is not likely to fluctuate wildly in the short-term, politics 

and current issues may. In the 1950s, issue voting decreased because hard issues dominated the 

political landscape. Similarly, when easy issues dominate as in the Civil Rights Era, issue voting 

increases (Carmines and Stimson 1980). The spatial and temporal variation imply “waves or 

surges” of easy-issue voting in “response to the relatively rare occasions when parties engage in 

hazardous behavior of staking out opposing positions on a deeply felt issue” (Carmines and 

Stimson 1980 p. 88). Easy issue, unsophisticated voters make up the majority of  the electorate 

(Campbell, Converse et al. 1960) and realignments, or shifts significant enough to install a new 
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majority party, require large electoral participation (Carmines and Stimson 1980). Therefore, 

massive upheavals of the current political landscape require the presence of at least one easy 

issue (Carmines and Stimson 1980).  

Carmines and Stimson initially argue that issues powerful enough to facilitate the 

electoral shifts share three qualities (1981), all of which echo Key’s (1955). First, the issue must 

be salient enough to pervade the mass electorate. The parties must take distinct positions thereby 

offering the electorate markedly different choices and the issues must be in the political 

discourse for a long time. Length of issue salience is important because turnover of both the 

electorate and the political elite, from whom the electorate take partisan cues, is slow (Carmines 

and Stimson 1981). Carmines and Stimson later expand the theory of issue evolution by 

articulating the role of political elites in realignment (1986). Namely, realignments of the 

electorate are preceded by political elite cues and behaviors. 

Issue evolution is likened to Darwin’s natural selection in that “life cycles of political 

issues are determined by the selective pressure of competition – in this case for public attention – 

in an environment that is itself always in flux” (Carmines and Stimson 1989 p. 4). Issue survival 

depends on the platforms of strategic politicians, external disruptions like war, internal 

contradictions that allow cleavages within parties to develop and local variation in which 

isolation and deviation allow salience to vary across space (Carmines and Stimson 1989). The 

electorate will look for differences in the parties if and when an issue within the policy 

environment of the political elites gains mass attention. If the parties are able to attract voters and 

convince them of the efficacy of their position on the newly polarized issue, mass realignment 

can occur (Carmines and Stimson 1989). 
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Throughout their work on issue voting and issue evolution Carmines and Stimson focus 

on racial desegregation in the 1960s (1980, 1981, 1986, 1989). The issue is clearly symbolic “in 

American political history and has touched a raw nerve in the body politic” (Carmines and 

Stimson 1986 p. 903). The issue is related to policy ends and has a long history on the political 

agenda. Further, the parties, in 1964 specifically, took distinct positions on the issue thereby 

clearly delineating options for voters. The authors demonstrate their theory using 1970s racial 

tensions to illustrate that partisans entering the electorate since 1964 were shaped by race 

relations of the time (Carmines and Stimson 1989).  

Carmines and Stimson (1989) explore four models of issue evolution in relation to racial 

desegregation. The first is that of a critical election realignment, or in reference to a biological 

analogy, a “cataclysmic adaptation” which “is rare in the biological world” as it is a “category 

without any cases, unless one treats biblical creationism as a serious theory” (1989 p. 12). In the 

second model, secular realignment, issue evolution is akin to Darwinian gradualism which 

persists as an incremental process that produces profound shifts in the electorate over time. 

Third, the dynamic growth model, originates from the biological notions of punctuated 

equilibrium. In this model, a critical moment disturbs an otherwise stable political condition. 

Growth continues after the critical moment but the growth is far more subdued. Lastly, the 

authors add an impulse-decay model. In this model, there is a punctuated period of partisan 

change, but that change is temporal and temporary (Carmines and Stimson 1989). 

The authors find that the Civil Rights Era, driven by polarization on the issue of race, is 

most consistent with the dynamic growth model (Carmines and Stimson 1989). The “flashpoint”, 

or critical moment, is two-fold; in 1963 and 1964, the Kennedy administration put a pro-civil 

rights agenda on the forefront and Barry Goldwater soon thereafter staked out the opposite view 
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within the Republican Party (Carmines and Stimson 1989 p. 154). The parties continued to 

recruit partisans based on the issue of race, and this persistent recruitment continued to polarize 

the parties on a racial dimension. The polarization was, in large part, due to elected officials in 

the U.S. House and Senate who held tight to drawn battle lines (Carmines and Stimson 1989).  

The similarities in the Slavery Era are abundant and striking. First, the general issue of 

slavery is an easy issue. The issue is symbolic and is therefore relatively unsophisticated and 

easy to understand. Sophisticated Downsian voter calculations are not required in order to stake 

out a personal opinion, and the issue is readily communicable. Further, policy means are 

relatively unimportant. It is the policy outcome at hand, specifically the abolition of slavery, 

which generally taps into “common prejudices” (Carmines and Stimson 1980 p. 80). Lastly, 

slavery was politically salient for a long time. Prolonged salience in the public eye, party 

differences elucidated by elites and clear spatial and temporal variation are elements of an easy 

issue necessary for a political realignment under the issue evolution framework. The Slavery Era 

clearly met these criteria. 

 

THEORETICAL EXPECTATIONS 

Spatial autocorrelation is nearly ubiquitous when studying social phenomena. Indeed, the 

political geography perspective predicts spatial patterning. Tobler expressed this in his First Law 

of Geography which states that “(e)verything is related to everything else, but near things are 

more related than distant things” (1970 p. 236). Sociologically, the idea of homophily, first 

outlined by Lazarsfeld and Merton (1954), is easily captured by the proverb ‘birds of a feather 

flock together’ and describes the tendency of humans to group themselves with people like 

themselves. Geographic information scientists quantify the idea with spatial autocorrelation. 
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While correlation statistics detail relationships between variables, autocorrelation statistics detail 

relationships within variables and spatial autocorrelation statistics detail relationships within 

variables and through space (Getis 2007). 

Darmofal (2008) uses the simple presence of spatial autocorrelation to explore the New 

Deal realignment. However, we can expect nearly all data detailing elections, demographics and 

other social phenomena to exhibit spatial autocorrelation. It is theoretically instrumental to 

recognize that upheaval of the electorate in realigning elections should produce significantly 

more spatial autocorrelation than typical elections. The theoretical elements of realignment and 

the dynamic growth model guide expectations. More precisely, a ‘flashpoint’, or critical moment, 

creates profound and geographically diverse changes in the electorate’s voting behavior and that 

shift is tempered but continues to grow in subsequent elections.  

If political realignment happened and the dynamic growth model is accurate, we should 

see greater spatial autocorrelation in the realigning election than the election preceding it. 

Similarly, the subsequent election should exhibit less spatial autocorrelation than in the 

realigning election but still show more spatial autocorrelation than in the elections prior to 

realignment. More specifically, for the Slavery Era, spatial autocorrelation should be greater in 

1860 than in 1856 and 1864, and spatial autocorrelation should be greater in 1864 than in 1856 

but less than in 1860. For the Civil Rights Era, spatial autocorrelation should be greater in 1964 

than in 1960 and 1968, and spatial autocorrelation is greater in 1968 than in 1960 but less than in 

1964. 

Finally, realignment theory holds that turnout will increase writ large and, more 

specifically, should be higher in localities where the key realigning political issues are salient. I 
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therefore expect counties with higher voter turnout to show greater spatial autocorrelation due to 

the surge of voters and principles in Tobler’s First Law of Geography. 

 

METHODS 

Following Darmofal’s (2008) work, this article relies on spatial autocorrelation as 

measured by the Moran’s I statistic to assess potential realignment in the Slavery Era and in the 

Civil Rights Era. Two spatial effects are of particular interest. The first is spatial dependence. 

Spatial dependence, or geographic clustering, reflects Tobler’s Law but breaks the statistical 

assumption that data are independent. The second is spatial heterogeneity or non-stationarity. 

The heterogeneity reflects the spatial/regional differentiation in the data (Anselin 1993, Anselin 

1996).     

Spatial autocorrelation statistics test the null hypothesis that spatial patterns are random. 

‘Neighborhood view’ measures of spatial association are the most common in geography 

(Anselin 1993, Anselin 1996) and within that, the Moran’s I  is the most used statistic (Messner, 

Anselin et al. 1999, Getis 2008). Under the neighborhood view construction, “the interaction is 

seen as a covariation between neighboring observations” (Anselin 1993, Anselin 1996 p. 113).  

The degree to which locations have neighbors that are similar reflects the degree of spatial 

autocorrelation (Fortin, Dale et al. 2002 p. 2051). ‘Neighbors’ are geographies that touch and the 

rules for defining neighbors are established in the spatial weights matrix2 (Anselin 1993, Anselin 

1996). Based on a set of rules, the matrix equation produces a spatial lag by calculating the 

average value of neighbors. First order queen contiguity matrices are used in all calculations 

presented here3. 
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Global and Local Moran’s I statistics are employed. The global measure summarizes the 

full data distribution in a single number (Moran 1948) and determines correlations in reference to 

the spatial lag. The statistic is the spatial autocorrelation coefficient and is reported as a value 

from -1 (negative spatial autocorrelation) to 1 (positive spatial autocorrelation) with 0 indicating 

spatial randomness. The Moran’s I interpretation is much like standard correlations in that if the 

observed I is greater than the expected I then neighbors have similar values. Conversely, if the 

observed I is less than the expected I then neighbors have dissimilar values (Schaberberger and 

Gotway 2005 as cited by Sparks and Sparks 2010). In order to generate a pseudo4 significance 

level for the Global I, 999 permutations are generated and compared to the global estimate 

(Anselin 1992).  

The Global measure is adept at testing the null hypothesis of spatial randomness 

(Messner, Anselin et al. 1999) particularly in datasets with a small N. However, it can be 

problematic in large datasets because the assumptions of constant variance and homogeneity of 

the mean may be violated due to local non-stationarity or drift (Anselin 1993, Anselin 1996, 

Fotheringham and Brunsdon 1999, Messner, Anselin et al. 1999, Sparks and Sparks 2010).  

Therefore, given the presence of global spatial autocorrelation, local spatial autocorrelation  as 

the “decomposition of global indicators… into the contribution of each individual observation” is 

explored (Anselin 1995 p. 94).  

The Local Moran’s I statistic is a local indicator of spatial association, or LISA, and tests 

the null hypothesis of no local spatial association (Anselin 1995). A LISA is any statistic that 

assesses the extent of clustering for each unit of observation in the dataset and expresses the sum 

of those assessments as proportional to the global measure (Anselin 1995). In the presence of 

global autocorrelation, Local I statistics isolate units with more than an average amount of spatial 
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autocorrelation (Anselin 2005) as there should be little variation of the local indicators around 

the global mean if the underlying process of spatial association is stable (Anselin 1995). Further, 

the Local I assesses the extent to which the global statistic represents the local (Anselin 1995). 

Units far from the mean exert more influence on the global statistic than would be expected5. 

 Mathematically, the intuition for the local statistic is similar to that for the global 

statistic. The same spatial matrices are used. Pseudo-significance is calculated based on 

conditional permutations and “(t)he resulting empirical distribution function provides the basis 

for a statement about the extremeness (or lack of extremeness) of the observed statistic, relative 

to (and conditional on) the values computed under the null hypothesis (the randomly permuted 

values)” (Anselin 1995 p. 96).  

The Local Moran’s I calculations are visualized in two ways. First, the Moran scatterplot 

interprets and visualizes the statistic as a bivariate regression coefficient of the normalized 

variable6 against the spatial lag, or weighted local mean (Anselin 1993, Anselin 1996). The 

scatterplot is centered on the mean and the slope of the regression line, or spatial autocorrelation 

coefficient, is plotted (Anselin 2005). The resulting graphical representation describes the spatial 

associations. Counties plotted in quadrants I and III are locations with positive local spatial 

autocorrelation. Quadrant I, high – high (H – H), are counties with high values who have 

neighbors with high values. Quadrant III, low – low (L – L), are counties with low values who 

have neighbors with low values. Such locations are spatial clusters. A “cluster is classified as 

such when the value at a location is more similar to its neighbors than would be the case under 

spatial randomness” (Anselin 2005 p.  145-146). Counties plotted in quadrants II (high – low or 

H – L) and IV (low – high or L – H) are locations with negative spatial autocorrelation and are 

typically referred to as spatial outliers (Anselin 2005). In large quantities, outliers can influence 
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the regression slope, indicate spatial regimes and/or local non-stationarity and indicate that the 

global statistic may be misleading (Anselin 1993, Anselin 1996). 

The second visualization of the Local Moran’s statistic geographically maps the 

relationships depicted in the scatterplots. The cluster maps geographically depict the scatterplot 

to allow an examination of where spatial clusters and spatial outliers are in space. The Local 

Moran’s statistic for each county has an associated pseudo p-value7 that is mapped and 

geographically rendered in the significance maps (Anselin 2005).  

Finally, I expect turnout to be statistically correlated with the consolidation of the vote, or 

the clusters of the Local Moran’s I. However, the statistic looks for different types of clusters and 

does not distinguish between spatial autocorrelation of low or high numbers. There are a number 

of ways to constrain the data set to reflect the theoretical expectation. The first is to test the 

correlation between turnout and the Local I of the vote in the north, in the south8 as defined by 

V.O. Key (1995) and in the deep south9. Second is the correlation between turnout and the Local 

I within clusters. Due to data constraints, this aspect of the analysis is on the Civil Rights Era 

only. Correlation results are discussed throughout the analyses. The full correlation tables and 

map presenting the change in turnout from 1960 to 1964 and from 1964 to 1968 are in Appendix 

B.  

Election data are reported and used at the county level and are distributed by the Inter-

University Consortium for Political and Social Research (Clubb, Flanigan et al. 2006). 

Tabulations are based on voter eligible populations (VEP) and linear interpolation was used to 

estimate inter-census populations (Clubb, Flanigan et al. 2006). Spatial data, or shapefiles, are at 

the county level and are distributed by Social Explorer (Explorer n.d.). Counties with no 

presidential election returns10 were excluded from analyses changing the N from election to 
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election. Moran’s I calculations were completed using the GWR software created by 

Fotheringham, Brundson and Charlton (2002), and results were imported into ESRI ArcGIS 10.1 

for visualization and presentation.  

 

THE SLAVERY ERA 

First, the presidential votes during the Slavery Era are examined as static snapshots. 

Table 1 presents results for the global measure. The Global Moran’s I for the Republican vote in 

1856 is 0.8995 and increases to 0.9312 in 1860. The vote clearly consolidated as anticipated by 

realignment theory. That is apparent to the naked eye when considering the respective 

scatterplots (in Maps 1 and 2) as the cloud of observations in the H – H quadrant tightens. In 

1864, the global statistic plummeted to 0.616311, and the scatterplot shows an increase in 

dispersion that is visible to the naked eye. Although the Global I calculation in 1864 did not 

behave as hypothesized in the Republican  Party, the unprecedented event of Civil War rattled 

the foundations of the nation and the data clearly reflect that reality.  

The other parties also reflect the changing political scene. The Global I peaked for all 

parties in 1860 and was greater than 0.8000 for all four candidates. This suggests a localized 

polarization and consolidation of the vote. Due to the incredibly high global calculations pointing 

to an aggregate shift in voting, it is necessary to inspect the local indicators for evidence of 

realignment.  
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Year Party Name Global I 
1856 American Millard Fillmore 0.7458 
1860 Constitutional Union John Bell 0.845 
1856 Democratic James Buchanan 0.5945 
1860 Democratic Stephen A. Douglas 0.8044 
1864 Democratic George B. McClellan 0.6161 

1860 
Democratic 
Equivalent 

John C. Breckinridge 0.8107 

1856 Republican John C. Fremont 0.8995 
1860 Republican Abraham Lincoln 0.9312 
1864 Republican Abraham Lincoln 0.6163 

Table 1: Global Moran’s I for the Slavery Era 

The first set of maps examines the evolution of the Republican Party. Accompanying 

tables for maps are in Appendix A. Looking at the LISA clusters and significance in Map 1, the 

Republican vote in 1856 is consolidated along the northern edge of the country. Most 

observations in the northern stronghold are significant at 0.01 which represents 24% of the 

observations. L – L observations dominate the south and, notably, the border states. These areas 

are riddled with pockets of statistically insignificant counties, show weaker overall statistical 

significance (0.05) and account for 38% of the observations. H – L and L – H observations are 

quite low for 1856 and 1860 particularly but for 1864 as well. This indicates an appropriate 

spatial matrix and the unlikelihood of spatial regimes. 
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Map 1: LISA Statistics for the 1856 Republican Vote 

 By 1860, (see Map 2) the Republican northern domination crept south to engulf Illinois, 

Pennsylvania and New Jersey. The percentage of northern observations significant at the 0.01 

level increased 6 points to 30%. The south L – L counties, although still only significant at .05, 

account for 45% of the country, up 7 points. Interestingly, the only H – H area in the south in 

1856, located in North Carolina and significant at the 0.001 level, is subsumed in the L – L tide 

of 1860. Lastly, the ribbon of non-significant counties separating north from south shrinks. In 

total, from 1856 to 1860, the percent of non-significant counties dropped from 39% to 25%.  
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Map 2: LISA Statistics for the 1860 Republican Vote 

Thankfully, the evidence from 1856 and 1860 is strong and clear, because the story 

disintegrates with the Civil War in 1864 (see Map 3). The Confederate States did not participate 

in the 1864 election, leaving only the northern states for analysis. Consequently, the N drops to 

1,044 with 74% of those being non-significant. The finding is reiterated in the scatterplot which 

shows an apparent pattern of dispersal. Of note, however, is the consolidation of the vote in 

Missouri and Kentucky which were previously extensions of the southern L – L blanket.  
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Map 3: LISA Statistics for the 1864 Republican Vote 

 The second set of maps examines the Moran’s distribution for the different parties in each 

election. This is a constructive way to view the data for realignments. However, clusters are 

determined by the relationship of each county to its neighbor making each map relative only to 

itself. In a sense, the maps within an election year mirror each other. See Map 4 for an example.  

In 1856 the Democratic vote is low in north and the Republican vote is high. Consequently, the 

cluster map for the Democratic vote shows L – L clusters in the north and Republican vote 

shows H – H clusters. The mirror image is not identical. In fact, it is the cluster patterns of other 

parties in realigning elections, discussed in more detail later, that prove instructive and 

particularly interesting. 
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Map 4 presents parties in the 1856 election. Except for the two pockets of H – H 

Republican support in Virginia, the parties’ geographic base is clearly in the north. Between 

1836 and 1850, Democrats and Whigs held comparable vote shares. There was no north/south 

cleavage (Schofield, Miller et al. 2003). However, the social and labor issues related to slavery 

gained salience, created a geographic divide and demanded the parties reorient their positions. 

This is evident in the maps. 

Although Millard Fillmore, the ‘know-nothing’ American candidate, only carried one 

state (Delaware), his impact on the south is evident. There are H – H clusters in the south for the 

Democratic and American candidate. Buchanan, the Democratic, took the whole of the south but 

his support is relatively dispersed. The vote for Fillmore, however, appears more consolidated. 

This is reflected in the Global I which is higher for the American Party than the Democratic 

Party. Interestingly, the American vote, particularly in the south, appears to follow major rivers. 

The Mississippi River defines, in part, the state boundaries for Iowa, Illinois, Missouri, 

Kentucky, Tennessee, Arkansas, Mississippi and Louisiana. There is also a swath of support 

through Alabama, Georgia, Tennessee and Kentucky.  

The Republican Party was a result of the Kansas-Nebraska Act of 1854 (VanDeusen 

1965, Sundquist 1983). As negotiated in the Missouri Compromise, states were admitted in pairs 

through the 1850s; in each pair, one was a free state and one was a slave state. Senator Stephen 

Douglas designed the act so that the new Kansas and Nebraska territories would be open to 

settlers who would vote on slavery through popular sovereignty, an idea that would fuel his 1860 

presidential campaign. The Republican Party grew out of opposition to the potential extension of 

slavery. The party was sectional with uneven distributions. Initial strength was in Massachusetts, 



23 
!

Vermont, western New York and northeastern Ohio (VanDeusen 1965) and by 1856, the ribbon 

of H – H clusters for the Republican Party consolidated on the northern border of the country. 

 

Map 4: LISA Statistics for the 1856 Presidential Election 

Four candidates ran for president in 1860. Abraham Lincoln, the Republican from 

Illinois, was socially and economically liberal (Schofield, Miller et al. 2003). Schofield et al. 

refer to Republican minded voters as ‘liberals’. In direct opposition John Breckinridge, a 

Southern Democrat from Kentucky, was pro-slavery and pro-commercial interests. These voters 

are labeled ‘conservatives’(Schofield, Miller et al. 2003). Stephen Douglas, from Illinois, was a 

Democratic Senator. His platform extended the socially conservative idea of popular sovereignty 

yet was more economically liberal in keeping with agrarian, anti-commercialism. Notably, 
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popular sovereignty was a policy position used throughout the Slavery and Civil Rights Eras. 

Voters leaning towards the Democratic Party are labeled ‘populists’ (Schofield, Miller et al. 

2003). Lastly, John Bell was a Constitutional Unionist from Tennessee and he was in favor of 

commercial interests but supported restrictions on slavery. Although he believed in a 

constitutional right to slavery in the south, he was known for his proclivities towards 

compromise and his disfavor for secessions. Voters in this category are labeled ‘cosmopolitans’ 

(Schofield, Miller et al. 2003).  

Abraham Lincoln won in 1860 without a majority vote. See Map 5. It is clear from the 

1860 map that Lincoln’s competitor in the north was the Democratic Party. During Douglas’ 

time, he was pitted as a traitor to the Democratic Party by Breckinridge supporters. Further, 

Douglas focused on agrarian, anti-commercialism which appealed to northwestern voters and to 

immigrants in particular (Dodd 1911). Either way, the Democratic voting bloc which dominated 

southern politics before the Slavery Era was effectively split by Breckinridge, i.e. the stable 

political landscape was upset.  

 The southern votes went to Bell and Breckinridge. John Bell won Virginia, Kentucky and 

Tennessee which are areas of significant H – H clusters. Breckinridge swept the remainder of the 

south. As in 1856, the counties around the Lower Mississippi stand out as a H – H cluster.  
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Map 5: LISA Statistics for the 1860 Presidential Election 

 The Civil War erupted in 1861. By 1864, southern states had seceded and the Union 

shrunk significantly. See Map 6. Of particular interest are the H – H clusters that crept into 

Missouri. In 1860, the state was predominately an L – L cluster for Republicans. 
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Map 6: LISA Statistics for the 1864 Presidential Election 

Next, the presidential votes during the Slavery Era are examined temporally. 

Theoretically, surges in voter participation through mobilization of non-voters and party-

switching drive and shape realignments. To test and capture the geographic pattern of temporal 

shifts in party support, variables capturing the change in vote were calculated. Looking at the 

Slavery Era elections across time is only comparable from 1856 to 1860. Once the Civil War 

took hold patterns fell away, and a large chunk of the total N was removed. I constructed vote 

change variables to look at aggregate voting changes. The variables measure the county-level 

change in the proportion of the VEP presidential vote between pairs of elections. Negative values 

indicate a loss in vote share between elections and positive values indicate a gain in vote shares 

between elections. The Global I statistics are presented in Table 2. Of particular note is the 
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elevated clustering found in the change in the American vote. Again, I turn to LISA maps to 

explore further.  

Slavery Era Temporal Changes Global I 
Republican change from 1860 to 1864 0.6554 
Democratic change from 1856 to 1860 0.7271 
Party change Rep 1860 - American 1856 0.8840 
Party change Rep 1860 - (American 1856 + Republican 1856) 0.7314 

 
Table 2: Global Moran’s I for the Slavery Era Changes 

 
The changes in the Democratic vote follow our storyline. See Map 7. The south shows L 

– L clusters because between 1856 and 1860, the Democratic Party lost southern votes to the 

more pro-slavery candidates. During the same interval, the party gained votes in the northwest. 

The Republican and American vote shares are more interesting. The Republican Party shows 

markedly little change. Eighty-three percent of counties are non-significant as compared to 36% 

for the American Party change and 46% for the Democratic Party change. The Republican Party, 

born in 1856, clearly required party switchers at its inception. There is an H – H swath of 

American Party switchers in the north. Apparently, the Republican Party picked up American 

Party voters in the north. However in the south, the American Party voters are clearly not 

switching to the Republican Party. This suggests that voters looked to their local context to help 

frame political allegiance during the realignment. This observation is in keeping with the 

political geography perspective that local influences matter. 
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Map 7: LISA Statistics for Vote Change in the Slavery Era 

 

THE CIVIL RIGHTS ERA 

Analyses for the Civil Rights Era will proceed much as the previous section did. The 

Slavery Era analysis was hindered by the Civil War. By the 1960s, state borders were solidified 

and the country was unified in nationhood. These political realities translate into a more robust 

analysis for the Civil Rights Era. 

 Table 3 presents results of the global analyses. The Global Moran’s I for the Democratic 

vote in 1960 is 0.6432, increases to 0.7694 in the realigning election of 1964 and drops to 0.6085 

in 1968. The Republican Party shows increasing clustering throughout the elections, and in 1968 
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there was a pronounced coalescence (Global I of 0.9187) around the American Independent 

candidate George Wallace.  

Patterns do not follow expectations of the dynamic growth model for either party. 

Nevertheless, the argument that the Civil Rights Era realignment developed over two presidential 

elections is a valid possibility as the Global I for the Republican Party increased steadily from 

1960 to 1968. The patterns predicted by the dynamic growth model may be evident if the 

presidential election of 1972 was included in the analyses. Still, current findings contradict the 

idea of a singular ‘critical moment’ and point more towards a secular realignment. That 

investigation is not included here and presents an opportunity for further research. Nevertheless, 

given the clear presence of global spatial autocorrelation, local spatial autocorrelation is 

explored.  

Year Party Name Global I 
1960 Democratic John F. Kennedy 0.6432 
1964 Democratic Lyndon B. Johnson 0.7694 
1968 Democratic Hubert H. Humphrey 0.6085 
1960 Republican Richard M. Nixon 0.7000 
1964 Republican Barry M. Goldwater 0.7395 
1968 Republican Richard M. Nixon 0.8023 
1960 Other Unpledged 0.7548 
1964 Other Unpledged 0.4507 
1968 American Ind. George C. Wallace 0.9187 

 
Table 3: Global Moran’s I for the Civil Rights Era 

 
 The first set of maps for the Civil Rights Era examines the evolution of the Democratic 

Party. Accompanying tables detailing LISA statistics are in Appendix A. In 1960 (see Map 8), a 

large swath of L – L values for the Democratic vote extends through Nebraska, Kansas and part 

of Oklahoma. Nebraska and Oklahoma show pockets of strong statistical significance (0.001). 

Other L – L pockets significant at 0.001 show up in Mississippi and northern Louisiana. The 
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remaining clusters are scattered throughout the northeast and New England states. Notably, 

statistical significance drops in the northern areas. 

 

Map 8: LISA Statistics for the 1960 Democratic Vote 

H – H pockets of the Democratic vote in 1960 line the southern edge of the country and a 

large part of North Carolina. By 1964, see Map 9, the geography shifted. An H – H swath 

through Texas took hold. H – H clusters, with varying statistical significance, are throughout the 

nation. The one notable cluster of L – L values, outside of the south, is in Nebraska where 

Goldwater won the primary.  

The correlations between the change in turnout from 1960 to 1964 and the Democratic I 

in the south was positive and statistically significant (r = 0.0943, p = 0.0014). However, a closer 

look at the deep south tells a different story. The correlations between change in turnout from 
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1960 to 1964 and the I for both the Democratic and the unpledged vote in the deep south are 

negative and statistically significant (r = -0.1968, p = 0.0000 and r = -0.3028, p = 0.0000 

respectively). This insinuates that voters in the deep south were disaffected during the 1964 

election and opted out of the voting process.  

Interestingly, the turnout correlations in the deep south turn positive in 1968. The voters 

disaffected in 1964 ramped up turnout in 1968 when the Republican’s changed the party 

platform and a more viable third party candidate was present. The correlations between the 

change in turnout for the 1964 to 1968 period and the Republican I and American Independent I 

are r = 0.6675, p = 0.0000 and r = 0.3385, p = 0.0000 respectively. Additionally, this effect is 

not isolated to the deep south but is apparent in the south writ large. There, the correlations are r 

= 0.5396, p = 0.0000 and r = 0.3385, p = 0.0000 respectively. These findings allude to a political 

realignment as voter party identification clearly shifted and that shift clearly impacted turnout.  
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Map 9: LISA Statistics for the 1964 Democratic Vote 

For the most part, the geographic patterns extended through the 1968 election (Map 10). 

There are some exceptions. The Democratic vote showed new H – H clusters in California, 

northern Idaho and a swath of Appalachia which nearly consumes WV. The areas of Maine that 

previously held out show a switch from L – L to H – H clustering. The L – L cluster patterns in 

the south spread geographically but remain largely the same. The number of observations in H – 

L and L – H clusters is !1% again indicating an appropriate spatial matrix and the unlikelihood 

of spatial regimes.  
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Map 10: LISA Statistics for the 1968 Democratic Vote 

 The second set of maps examines the Moran’s distribution for the different parties in each 

election and allows for a more interesting examination. The story of the Civil Rights Era 

realignment is clear if we look at the patterns for Democrats, Republicans and an ‘other’ 

category. See Map 11. The parties in 1960, along with candidates Kennedy and Nixon adopted 

very similar positions on civil rights issues (Carmines and Stimson 1989). For the Democrats, 

this marked a significant shift in platform and policy. The shift is clear in the Democratic Party 

platform between 1956 and 1960. The platform in 1956 was written in a tone that sounded 

compromising to Southern Democratic ears, but by 1960 the party showed “strong and specific 

support” for civil rights (Carmines and Stimson 1989 p. 38).  
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 Kennedy won the contest with a clear majority; however, it is the patterns within the 

Republican and unpledged elector votes that tell the story of realignment. Map 11 shows the 

Local Moran’s  I clusters of the 1960 Democratic, Republican and unpledged votes. In 1948 

Silva was writing about the threat from southern states to use unpledged electors. “(I)f the 

Democratic national convention nominates a presidential candidate advocating anti-segregation, 

anti-lynching, anti-poll tax and fair employment practice legislation, they will attempt to keep 

the Democratic electoral votes of their states from being cast for such (a) nominee” (1948 p. 

523). Southern Democrats, in 1960, unhappy with the party movement away from segregation, 

attempted to use the mechanisms of ‘free’ or unpledged electors to gain influence within the 

party (Gaines 2001). They believed withholding support for Kennedy would gain them leverage. 

Although other states threatened to make use of unpledged electors, only Alabama, Mississippi 

and Louisiana did so. 

 This is reflected in Map 11. The L – L Republican cluster dominates the south and 

represents a clear rejection of the 1960 Republican platform and candidate. Voters in Alabama 

split fairly evenly along the two Democratic factions with a difference of 346,926 votes in favor 

of unpledged electors (Gaines 2001). Even though there is a relatively even split, the Democratic 

vote shows significant H – H clusters in Alabama and no clustering of the unpledged vote. All 

told, 5 ‘loyalist’ electors and 6 ‘unpledged’ electors went to the convention from Alabama 

(Gaines 2001). The L – L cluster of Democratic voters in Louisiana and Mississippi corresponds 

to the H – H cluster of ‘unpledged’ voters. In the end, 15 votes were cast for Harry F. Byrd from 

Virginia; 14 unpledged electors from Mississippi and Alabama and 1 Nixon elector from 

Oklahoma (Williams 1961). Voters in Nebraska and Kansas clustered in their support of Nixon 
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as did large swaths of voters in Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania, New York and Maine. 

Corresponding L – L clusters are evident in the Democratic map.  

 The 1960 election was on the heels of years of Democratic dominance. In actual number 

of voters, Democrats had a 17 point advantage (47% to 30%). Democrats also held the majority 

of seats in Congress, governorships, and state, county and municipal offices (Key 1949, 

Williams 1961). Writing in 1961, one author described the Republicans as having “drifted into a 

Micawberish state of hoping something would turn up to split the Democratic vote” (Williams 

1961 p. 26). The party fell particularly behind in urban centers leading Williams to elucidate the 

Republican dilemma. He describes three options for the party: align with Goldwater to appeal to 

the south, align with Rockefeller to appeal to urban areas or align with Nixon and work towards 

winning 1960 battleground states (Williams).  
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Map 11: LISA Statistics for the 1960 Presidential Election 

 History holds that the Republican Party chose the first option. See Map 12. Goldwater’s 

platform was rooted in conservative ideology. Like Douglas in 1860, he focused on popular 

sovereignty with limited federal interference. As proof of his bona fides, he could point to his 

vote against the Civil Rights bill (Carmines and Stimson 1989). Southerners feeling disaffected 

from the Democratic Party found a home with Goldwater as his policies would allow southern 

laws and mores to stay intact although, as discussed above, turnout correlations suggest that 

many citizens abstained from voting during this election. 

 In 1964, the Global Moran’s  I for the Democratic and Republican parties increase as 

expected. This signals a consolidation of vote and realignment. This is particularly true for the 
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Democratic vote which moved from an I of 0.6432 to 0.7694. While Goldwater’s vote was 

consolidated geographically, it was not widespread, and the I statistic moves only slightly up 

from 0.7000 to 0.7395. The movement towards Goldwater is evident in Map 11. In 1964 the 

south is a large H – H cluster of Republican voting. Again, northwestern areas of Nebraska also 

show a pocket of Goldwater voters. Texas is also of note. The Democratic vote began to 

consolidate in Texas in 1960, and by 1964 the majority of the state is a H – H Democratic 

cluster.  

Lastly, the Alabama ticket for 1964 presidential election did not have Lyndon Johnson on 

the ballot. Votes either went to Goldwater or to unpledged electors. This artifact of history is 

evident in the data as Alabama constitutes an H – H cluster for the unpledged/other vote. Recall 

that in 1960, Alabama’s unpledged vote was so sporadic as to be statistically insignificant in the 

Local I calculation. The idea of the unpledged elector was considered a useful political tool in 

the Civil Rights Era; however, the idea lost support after the 1964 election. In 1960 the idea was 

alive in many southern states and utilized by 3 but by 1964, the only state holding on was 

Alabama. The I statistic speaks to the dwindling utility as it dropped dramatically from 0.7548 to 

0.4507 and the correlations between change in turnout and the unpledged I were negative in the 

south and the deep south.  

The 1964 election data do not separate unpledged votes from votes for third party 

candidates12 (Clubb, Flanigan et al. 2006). Consequently, we must rely on historical storylines to 

interpret results. Unpledged electors was primarily a phenomena of the south and therefore, L – 

L clusters throughout the U.S. likely represent areas where voters primarily decided between the 

two major parties leaving extremely low vote totals for third party candidates. This also tells part 

of the story; voters outside of the south saw a clear race between two major party candidates and 
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were consolidating their votes accordingly. Meanwhile, Goldwater won the deep south with 

sizable majorities of the vote (87% in Mississippi, 70% in Alabama, 59% in South Carolina, 57% 

in Louisiana and 54% in Georgia) and became the first Republican to carry the south since 

Reconstruction (Carmines and Stimson 1989).  

 The Republican move to the ideological right alienated black voters. Here, Carmines and 

Stimson maintain, is the political sever pivotal to the realignment. Black voters, loyal to the 

Republican party since the Slavery Era, flocked to the Democratic Party, and Johnson claimed 

~90% of their vote (Carmines and Stimson 1989). That said, Goldwater was effective in breaking 

up the solid southern Democratic voting bloc. The correlation between the change in turnout 

from 1960 to 1964 and the Republican Party Local I was positive and significant (r = 0.1875, p = 

0.0000) indicating that partisan polarization was driving up turnout. 
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Map 12: LISA Statistics for the 1964 Presidential Election 

 Candidates and parties continued to shift between 1964 and 1968. Carmines and Stimson 

point to three specific actions (Carmines and Stimson 1989). After reelection, Johnson continued 

to push hard for civil rights. The 1965 Voting Rights Act specifically targeted 713 states for 

federal election oversight directly challenging the status quo of racial voting discrimination in 

the south. Following that legislation, the proportion of registered black voters in the south 

skyrocketed. The Democratic Party also showed movement towards the ideological left with an 

“outspoken and uncompromising” racial liberalism (Carmines and Stimson 1989 p. 51). The 

Republican Party and candidate continued to move to the right. Republican congressmen from 

the north resisted the Civil Rights Act because it targeted housing discrimination, a status quo 
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northerners were quite comfortable with and Nixon, as the Republican presidential candidate in 

1968, moved towards a states’ rights conservatism and segregated status quo (Carmines and 

Stimson 1989). 

 The political posturing described above is bore out in the data. See Map 13. The Global I 

for the Democratic candidate in 1968 dropped to 0.6085, lower than it was for the 1956 Kennedy 

vote. Conversely, the Republican vote continued to fuse. The Global I increased from 0.7395 to 

0.8023. George Wallace, who had been the unpledged, unofficial candidate in 1964 ran as an 

American Independent candidate and the Global I spiked to 0.9187.  

 The southern states rejected both major political parties. The huge southern swath of H – 

H clusters of the American Independent candidate demonstrates that. Correspondingly, the 

Republican and Democratic vote of 1968 show L – L swaths throughout the south. Although the 

popular vote was very close between Nixon and Humphrey (43.4% and 42.7% respectively), the 

pockets of H – H clusters for the Republican vote sweep across the Western and Plain states and 

throughout New England. This is a drastically different picture than the H – H Republican 

clusters in 1964 which centered on western Nebraska. Perhaps this is a reflection of the northern 

sentiment to resist housing integration. Although the south went to Wallace and was an L – L 

pocket for Republicans, the positive correlations between the change in turnout and the 

Republican and American Independent Moran’s I suggest that the polarization was driving up 

turnout. 

The H – H clusters for the Democratic vote are smaller and fewer in number. 

Specifically, in 1968, 25% of counties were part of Republican H – H clusters compared to only 

15% of counties in Democratic H – H clusters. Connecticut, Rhode Island and Massachusetts 

remain H – H Democratic pockets from 1964 to 1968. Notably though, the H – H democratic 
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pockets solidify in Minnesota, Maine, the western part of Washington and large portions of 

Texas from 1964 to 1968.  

 

Map 13: LISA Statistics for the 1968 Presidential Election 

The static snapshots of 1956, 1960 and 1964 demonstrate the global and local geographic 

patterns of the Civil Rights Era realignment. Generally, the Democratic stranglehold on southern 

politics and the nation fractured over civil rights policies. At the same time, the Republican Party 

rearranged itself to capitalize on the voters Democrats left behind. Let us now look at the Civil 

Rights Era elections temporally. 

The change in Democratic and Republican votes from 1960 to 1964 and 1964 to 1968 

were calculated to test and capture the geographic pattern of temporal shifts in party support. The 

global patterns maintain expectations. See Table 4. As the Democratic vote fractured, the Global 
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I decreased from 0.8780 to 0.7541. Just as seen in the Moran’s I of the static Republican vote, 

the Moran’s I for the change in the Republican vote tightened and continued to increase through 

the 1968 election. 

Civil Rights Era Temporal Changes Global I 
Democratic change - 1960 to 1964 0.878 
Democratic change - 1964 to 1968 0.7541 

  Republican change - 1960 to 1964 0.8964 
Republican change - 1964 to 1968 0.9417 

 
Table 4: Global Moran’s I for the Slavery Era Changes 

 
Given the global spatial autocorrelation, LISA statistics were calculated to explore the 

local geographic patterns of the changes in voting. Map 14 shows the results. At a glance, this 

picture tells the story of the realignment quite succinctly. For example, the geographic patterns of 

the vote change in the Democratic Party from 1960 to 1964 and 1964 to 1968 flips. In the first 

period, the north is H – H and the south is L – L. In the second period, the north is L – L and the 

south is H – H. The same reversal of patterns is immediately evident in the Republican picture.  

It is pertinent to reiterate that all Moran’s I statistics are calculated only in relation to the 

singular variable under consideration. So while Wallace took the southern states in 1968, it is 

still possible to have H – H pockets for Democrats and Republicans in the south. There may be a 

number of reasons for this. First, in the south, the turnout correlations show a disaffected voting 

public in 1964 and a reinvigorated voting public in 1968. That pattern is reconfirmed by the 

Global Moran’s I statistics. The increase in 1968 would naturally be reflected in calculations for 

changes in the party votes which is then reflected in the Democratic and Republican H – H 

pockets in south. Second, and more specifically, the Democratic H – H patch in the south for the 

1964 – 1968 period is likely due to the large influx of black voters who were enfranchised and 
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found a new home in the Democratic Party. For the Republican Party, although Wallace took the 

south, Nixon was running a states’ rights platform that was likely popular among southern voters 

disinclined to support third party candidates. 

 

Map 14: LISA Statistics for Vote Change in the Civil Rights Era 

 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

 Overall, Carmines and Stimson’s issue evolution theory was instructive for these 

analyses, but the idea of the dynamic growth model was not confirmed. The hypotheses hold that 

spatial autocorrelation should increase during the realigning election and decrease after, yet not 

decrease past pre-realignment levels. The Civil War clouds quantitative understandings for the 
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Slavery Era. Still, the initial pattern of increased spatial autocorrelation from 1856 to 1860 was 

detected as hypothesized.  

The Civil Rights analysis does not follow expectations as spatial autocorrelation, 

generally, increased throughout the era. Two possible explanations exist. First, it is possible that 

analysis of presidential elections past 1968 could confirm the dynamic growth model, i.e. the 

critical moment was actually in 1968 rather than 1964. Indeed, analyses presented here point to a 

coalescing in 1968 rather than 1964, and the qualitative history of the time tells us that the parties 

were still shifting positions through the 1968 election. Second, it is possible that the Civil Rights 

Era followed the secular realignment model rather than the dynamic growth model.  

Both time periods, as examined through the Moran’s I, show definitive signs of local 

geographic clusters and local geographic variation. Taken together, although evidence is 

somewhat stinted, analyses definitively point to political realignments. The massive and 

localized upheaval and shifts in partisan affiliation are clear.  
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CHAPTER III 

 Racial policies were the central realigning issues in the Slavery and the Civil Rights Eras 

and in the 1860 and 1964 presidential elections specifically. These were pivotal elections in the 

history of the United States. The commonality makes comparisons within the context of electoral 

realignments particularly compelling. The localized nature of the elections has been 

demonstrated by political geographers (Nardulli 1995, Gimple and Schuknecht 2003, 2005, 

Darmofal 2006, 2008, 2010, Crespin, Darmofal et al. 2011) and re-confirmed through the 

analyses presented in Chapter II. Geographically weighted regressions (GWR), a truly local 

modeling process, is employed here to continue the examination of these historic periods.  

The 1860 and 1964 elections are examined separately, but the analyses share the same 

goals. The racial dynamics offer an environment to test the intergroup contact/threat hypotheses. 

The power theory in political science literature guide expectations. Alternative theories from 

psychology offer a basis in guiding explanations that negate the power theory. In exploring 

GWR results, data are mapped and explored through the historical context and story lines 

surrounding the relevant politics of the day. In this way, quantitative GWR methods are fused 

with qualitative thick-description. 

 

THE LITERATURE 

 Embracing the realignment literature more broadly, there are some generally agreed upon 

signs that may indicate realignment. Some of those signals are used to guide theoretical 

expectations. Sundquist (1973) was the first to relate party identification to realignment research, 

but the work of other authors helped solidify the relationship as a tenet of realignment. The basic 

notion is that periods of political upheaval provoke polarization.  
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Carmines and Stimson (1980, 1981, 1986, 1989) flesh out this idea in their theory of 

issue evolution and provide the mechanism for the polarization. They maintain that critical 

elections revolve around ‘easy’, rather than ‘hard’, issues. ‘Easy’ issues provoke knee-jerk 

responses. They are based on symbolic issues and therefore require a less sophisticated 

understanding of the political landscape. Further, ‘easy’ issues generally relate to policy ends, 

rather than means. The focus on policy ends, like ending slavery and instituting civil rights, taps 

into common stereotypes. ‘Easy’ issues therefore provoke unsophisticated voters into 

participation simply because they are simple to understand. The authors maintain that at least one 

‘easy’ issue is required in any realigning landscape in order to generate voter participation large 

enough to disrupt the political status quo.  

Elevated issue salience, and therefore elevated turnout, is generally accepted as a 

trademark of realigning elections. The idea originated with Key’s early work (1955). Later, 

Burnham notes that “(t)he rise in intensity is associated with a considerable increase in 

ideological polarizations, at first within one or more of the major parties and then between them. 

Issue distances between the parties are markedly increased, and elections tend to involve highly 

salient issue-clusters, often with strongly emotional or symbolic overtones” (1970 p. 7). 

Carmines and Stimson theory of issue evolution clearly echoes Burnham’s work (1980, 1981, 

1986, 1989).  Under this construct, the multitudes of unsophisticated voters are compelled to 

vote because of high salience of an ‘easy’ issue. Consequently, turnout is elevated.  

 According to the larger framework of political geography, levels of issue salience will 

vary geographically. For the two time periods under consideration, race-related policies are the 

‘easy’ issues. The abolition of slavery was the primary policy at play in the Slavery Era. A full 

slate of race-related social inequalities fueled the Civil Rights Era. If we assume that levels of 
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issue salience inherently vary geographically, then we can assume that increased levels of 

turnout will geographically mimic areas of issue salience.   

 To define geographic areas of issue salience, I turn to group contact theories to guide 

expectations. Theories regarding intergroup contact span disciplines and have markedly disparate 

results. The intergroup contact theory, used mostly in psychology, predicts that intergroup 

contact reduces prejudice against out-group individuals by undermining stereotypes, reduces 

prejudice against the minority group altogether and facilitates cultural sharing and understanding 

(Wright, Aron et al. 1997, Pettigrew 1998, Dovidio, Gaertner et al. 2003, Marschall and Stolle 

2004, Pettigrew and Tropp 2006). Indeed, “meta-analytic results clearly indicate that intergroup 

contact typically reduces intergroup prejudice” (Pettigrew and Tropp 2006 p. 766). Some 

context-based studies show mixed results, such as the tendency for whites residing in low status 

neighborhoods to show less generalized trust (or social capital) and a tendency for blacks in 

heterogeneous neighborhoods to show more generalized trust (Marschall and Stolle 2004). 

Political scientists often capture the idea in the power theory which examines “relations 

among groups as a function of their competitive positions in political, economic, and social 

arenas” (Giles and Hertz 1994 p. 322). More specifically, the intergroup conflict/threat 

hypothesis predicts that contact across groups increases bias and negative feelings and that in-

group members in closer competition with out-group members are more sensitive to the threat 

(Giles and Hertz 1994). 

The results in political science and sociology tend to be less optimistic. A multi-national 

examination finds intergroup conflict exists and is contingent on the size of the out-group and 

economic conditions (Quillian 1995). Context is shown as pivotal in other studies as well. Bobo 

and Hutchens (1996) find that people who perceive their group as being unequal in society 
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perceive other groups as threats. Further, that threat is not based on “classical racial prejudice” 

(Bobo and Hutchings 1996 p. 967) as much as personal socio-economic backgrounds and a 

desire for self-protection (Bobo 1983). In a study with mixed results, whites with low political 

efficacy are shown to perceive higher threats of out-groups yet blacks with higher social status 

are negatively related to perceptions of threat by white neighbors (Giles and Evans 1985). 

A number of studies are particularly relevant to research presented here. Looking 

specifically at race-targeted policies, Bobo and Kluegel (1993) find that those designed to 

enhance opportunities and, in particular, those designed to equalize social outcomes show less 

white support than policies absent racial implication. Quite obviously, the politics of the Slavery 

and Civil Rights Era had lasting and impactful racial implications.  

Examining policies around the Slavery Era, Behrens and Uggen (2003) focus on the felon 

voting bans of the 1860s and 1870s that followed the Reconstruction amendments to the U.S. 

Constitution. Felon voting bans were incited by the 15th Amendment guaranteeing the right to 

vote, a clearly race-targeted nation-wide policy aimed at social equalization. The authors 

demonstrate that higher densities of minorities increased the probability of a felon voting ban. 

Similar results are found in research regarding the Civil Rights Era. Giles (1977) found 

that, in 1972, a higher density of blacks was positively related to racial hostility but only in the 

south. In a study of Louisiana parishes between 1975 and 1990, Giles and Hertz (1994) found 

that where out-group threat was high, in-group response was more hostile as demonstrated by the 

positive relationship between blacks and higher rates of Republican voter registration. Further, 

whites of a lower status, i.e. those in more direct competition, demonstrated a higher perceived 

threat. 
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THEORETICAL EXPECTATIONS 

Independent variables designed to tap into the racial dynamics of the times are foremost 

in this analysis. The sweeping policy changes in the Slavery Era and Civil Rights Era were 

aimed at equalizing opportunity for blacks, a social dynamic shown to elicit a threat response 

from in-group members. Given that race relations were the central realigning issues in both eras, 

we can expect areas with more cross-group contact and competition to perceive race-targeted 

policies as highly salient. Further, geographic areas of higher salience should statistically 

influence vote choice.  

Analyses begin with the Civil Rights Era. The percentage of black residents by county is 

the most obvious variable to tap into cross-group contact. The percent of white residents is not 

modeled in either era due to extremely high multicollinearity between black and white 

populations14. Additionally, it is assumed that the vast majority of voters are white and therefore, 

modeling change in vote is essentially modeling the change in the white vote. Also 

conceptualized to tap into the threat hypothesis is population change. Theoretically, areas that 

experience an influx of new residents are confronted with populations and groups that were 

previously not competing for local resources and/or attention. 

The literature also argues that the socio-economic standing of out-groups impacts the way 

in-groups respond. To account for that possibility, an interaction term between black residents 

and residents receiving public assistance is included. When poor blacks are in an area competing 

for jobs and absorbing public funds, whites are expected to perceive black presence as a threat 

and vote in favor of policies restricting racial equality. The percent of social security reporting 

units (or rather, the number of businesses in an area) taps into the local economy. Areas short on 
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employment opportunities theoretically insinuate competition for existing jobs is increased and 

therefore should illicit more of a threat response from in-groups. 

Population density is modeled as a proxy for urbanity. The urban/rural divide is 

consistently recognized as an important factor in party identification, critical elections (Burnham 

1970) and racial tensions. Lastly, the previous presidential vote is modeled. This is intended to 

act as a standard lagged variable even though interpretation is not quite as straightforward.  

The dependent variable is the change in the Democratic vote from 1960 to 1964. The 

same model was run for the change in the Republican vote from 1960 to 1964 and is included as 

supplemental analyses where beneficial.  

 

METHODS 

 In Chapter II, the local, non-stationary nature of the voting data from the Slavery and 

Civil Rights Eras is demonstrated. The data clearly reflect global and local clustering which is 

expected within the political geography perspective and theoretically expected under Tobler’s 

First Law of Geography that all things are related but things geographically closer are more 

related than things geographically distanced (Tobler 1970). GWR, like the Moran’s I, is rooted in 

Tobler’s law. The technique accounts for the local and spatial non-stationarity among the 

variables throughout the study area. While a global regression analysis calibrates one model for 

the study area, GWR instead produces a separate regression equation for each geographic unit in 

order to account for and investigate spatial variation. 

 Fotheringham et al (2002 p. 112) argue that GWR, rather than other spatial regression 

techniques, offers a more “logical” answer to the positive spatial autocorrelation often found in 

OLS and global spatial models. Although spatial regression techniques account for some spatial 
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autocorrelation in the data, the measures are still technically global calibrations (Fotheringham, 

Charlton et al. 1998). The GWR strategy, to produce a regression at every locale, is a truly local 

regression technique. The method analyzes the way localized effects impact coefficients attached 

to specific variables, something global spatial regression techniques do not afford 

(Fotheringham, Charlton et al. 1998). By allowing the intercept and the parameters to vary 

spatially, GWR is able to reduce the spatial autocorrelation found in the error term and residuals.  

The casewise diagnostics include (among other measures) observed values, predicted 

values, residuals , local r-square values and associated pseudo-t statistics (Fotheringham, 

Brunsdon et al. 2002). The local r-square is not directly comparable to the coefficient of 

determination in OLS models. “Essentially, the statistic measures how well the model calibrated 

at regression point i can replicate the data in the vicinity of point i” (Fotheringham, Brunsdon et 

al. 2002 p. 215). Given the inherent non-stationarity, the model calibrated in one county should 

not necessarily be assumed to be a good fit at another county. Stated otherwise, the local r-square 

calculated in GWR reflects not only the goodness of fit at each location but also the stationarity 

of the underlying process writ large (Fotheringham, Brunsdon et al. 2002). Once computed, these 

values are mapped15 to explore the local variation of the explanatory variables.  

Again, the method assumes that nearby observations will have more influence than 

distant observations. To accomplish this, a distance decay function is centered on each 

observation. Parameter estimates therefore depend not only on user supplied data but also kernel 

and bandwidth selection. Here, a fixed spatial kernel is used to determine locational influence. 

This assumes a constant bandwidth across the study area (Fotheringham, Brunsdon et al. 2002) 

and is often the preferred setting (Darmofal 2008). For areal data, like the county polygons used 

here, distance is calculated based on the geographic center of each observation (Mennis 2006).  
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I estimate the appropriate bandwidth using the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) 

approach. AIC is often chosen because of its relative flexibility compared to other settings and its 

comparative nature; to wit, the AIC can be used to compare GWR results to global regression 

results and to compare model fit between GWR specifications (Fotheringham, Brunsdon et al. 

2002). The regression equation is calibrated independently for each county and is weighted based 

on the AIC distance decay function thereby producing separate parameter estimates, t-values and 

standardized residuals for each observation (Fotheringham, Brunsdon et al. 2002).  

GWR is a non-parametric regression. As such, “the concepts of ‘number of parameters’ 

and ‘degrees of freedom’ are fairly meaningless” (Fotheringham, Brunsdon et al. 2002 p.  91). 

The ideas of ‘effective number of parameters’ and ‘effective degrees of freedom’ are utilized 

instead. Different from global models, the effective number of parameters and effective degrees 

of freedom in GWR are a function of the bandwidth. The effective number of parameters varies 

between the number of parameters estimated in the model when the bandwidth moves towards 

infinity and the number of observations when the bandwidth moves toward zero (Fotheringham, 

Brunsdon et al. 2002). The difference can introduce complications when used to compare OLS 

and GWR models. For this reason, AIC is considered a more robust comparison of OLS and 

GWR than the r-square comparisons discussed previously. More specifically, “(t)he AIC takes 

into account the different number of degrees of freedom in different models so that their relative 

performances can be compared more accurately” (Fotheringham, Brunsdon et al. 2002 p. 212). 

Both measures of comparison are reported here. Finally, an ANOVA is used to test the null 

hypothesis that the GWR model does not improve the global OLS model.  

 A Monte Carlo significance test is used to compare the local GWR model to the global 

OLS model and determine the statistical significance of the local non-stationarity of parameter 
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estimates. For each variable at each location, the observed parameter estimate is computed and 

compared to 99 randomized computations of the observed data and an associated p-value is 

calculated (Fotheringham, Brunsdon et al. 2002).  

Finally, mapping GWR results presents particular cartographic considerations (Mennis 

2006). Parameter estimates and related t-values for the statistically significant independent 

variables is the primary way of exploring GWR results. Cartographic visualizations must 

communicate the associated t-values “if spatial non-stationarity is to be interpreted by the map 

reader” (Mennis 2006 p. 172). Further, the more traditional no-hue color scheme, which assigns 

data intervals to a grey scale implies a gradation of increasing or decreasing influence (Mennis 

2006). To avoid this problem, all maps presented in the GWR analyses are designed in color16. 

Further, to aid in map interpretation and as recommended by Mennis (2006), each map has a 

mask which greys out counties that are statistically non-significant. A significance level of 0.10 

was chosen. Although it is not the most stringent level of significance, it allows more counties to 

be included in the visual analysis. 

 Election data are reported and used at the county level and are distributed by the Inter-

University Consortium for Political and Social Research (Clubb, Flanigan et al. 2006). United 

States Census Bureau demographic and spatial data (shapefiles) are reported and used at the 

county level and are collected and distributed by Social Explorer (no date). Additional United 

States Census Bureau demographic data are reported and used at the county level and are 

distributed by the Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research (Haines and 

ICPSR 2010).  

Demographic data required additional processing. Multiple U.S. Census Bureau datasets 

(Haines and ICPSR 2010) were gathered and processed to produce data for 1964. Some variables 
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were calculated as totals as of 1963 or 1964 and were retained as is. Other variables were 

interpolated from 1960 and 1970 decennial censuses17. GWR computations were completed 

using the GWR software created by Fotheringham, Brunsdon, and Charlton (2002) and results 

were imported into ESRI ArcGIS 10.1 for visualization and presentation.  

 

THE CIVIL RIGHTS ERA ANALYSIS 

Global regression results are presented in Table 1. The model explains ~54% of the 

variance in Democratic vote change for the Civil Rights Era. The model performs reasonably 

well, and all predictors are statistically significant except density and growth. The same model 

was run for Republican vote change. The Democratic vote in 1960 was swapped for the 

Republican vote in 1960 but otherwise, the models are the same. The r-squared increased slightly 

from 0.5423 in the Democratic model to 0.6691 in the Republican vote model. In the Republican 

model, all independent variables significantly affect the vote change except growth. 

As predicted, the percentage of black residents and the variable interacting the black 

residents and public assistance recipients had a negative impact on the changes in the Democratic 

vote and a positive impact on the changes in the Republican vote. Stated otherwise, the less the 

degree of cross-group contact, the more willing people were to vote for the Democratic 

candidate. Similarly, increased contact propelled more people to vote Republican. These results 

support the common findings in political science regarding inter-group contact. More 

specifically, this points to evidence that increased cross-group contact increases white bias, 

negative feelings and competition. The percentage of social security reporting units performs as 

expected as well. More job opportunities, operationalized as less competition, increased the 
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change in the Democratic vote. Similarly, fewer job opportunities, operationalized as more 

competition, increased the change in the Republican vote. 

The coefficient for the Democratic and Republican vote in 1960 is negative and 

statistically significant. During a critical election, the biggest decrease in the Democratic vote 

should be where the Democrats were the strongest prior to the realignment. Alternatively, the 

largest increase in Republican change should be where Republicans were weakest prior to the 

realignment. Negative coefficients imply that this assumption holds and is evidence that the 1964 

election marked a political realignment.   

Growth and population density are statistically significant for the Republican model. The 

density parameter is negative indicating Republican strength in more rural areas and growth is 

positive again indicating evidence of a threat response. Although not statistically significant, the 

signs on the population and growth variables in the Democratic model reiterate the storyline. The 

positive coefficient on density implies that a higher population density increased the propensity 

for a county to show increased change in the Democratic vote. Similarly, growth has a negative 

coefficient. Again, this supports the idea that increased cross-group contact provoked a threat 

response.  
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Change in Democratic Vote Change in Republican Vote 

  " SE p-value " SE p-value 
Intercept 30.0749 1.145  0.000 19.6413 1.1664 0.042 
Density .0002 .0001 0.154 -.0002 .0001 0.242 
Growth -.0067 .0123 0.585 .014  .012  0.000 
% Black -.3835 .0273 0.000 .2633 .0263 0.000 
% SS  1.9271 .3915 0.000 -2.0754 .3838 0.000 
Democratic Vote 1960 -.4244 .0172 0.000 

   Republican Vote 1960 
   

-.5481 .0182 0.000 
Black x Public Assistance -.0295 .003  0.000 .0479 .0029 0.000 

R2 = 0.5434       R2 = 0.6691     
 Adjusted R2 = 0.5423      Adjusted R2 = 0.6684     

Table 1: OLS Global Regression Results 
 

The GWR estimations significantly improve the global models. The adjusted r-square for 

the Democratic model increases from 0.5423 in the global model to 0.8483 in the GWR model. 

As previously explained, the model’s goodness of fit can be evaluated based on comparing r-

square values but the AIC number is considered a stronger indication that GWR improves upon 

the global model. Indeed, the AIC number for the Democratic GWR model dropped from 24,323 

to 21,254 and dropped from 24,166 to 20,864 in the Republican model. These figures reinforce 

the improved r2 from in the Republican OLS model as compared to the Democratic OLS model. 

Finally, the ANOVA F-statistics indicate a clear and statistically significant improvement of the 

GWR models over the global OLS models (F = 21.45, p < 0.001 in the Democratic model and F 

= 23.81, p < 0.001 in the Republican model)18.  

Table 2 presents a summary of the distribution of local parameter estimates for the 

Democratic model. Minimum, maximum and median coefficient values are detailed along with 

upper and lower quartiles. The data demonstrate the extensive geographic variation in the effects 

of the variables. The minimum and maximum coefficients are different signs for each variable. 

The same is true for the lower and upper quartiles on all variables except growth and the 
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Democratic vote in 1960. The geographic variability speaks to the inability for standard global 

parameter estimates to accurately capture local effects.  

 
Minimum 

Lower 
Quartile Median 

Upper 
Quartile Maximum 

Intercept -24.278  17.9561 21.8492 28.7892 60.8801 
Density -.1681 -.0005 .0002 .0008 .1132 
Growth -.3832 -.0396 -.0034 .0493 .468  
% Black -14.2901 -.5208 -.3423 -.0953 7.9556 
% SS  -6.5838 -.2455 .6569 2.064  19.5481 
Democratic Vote 1960 -1.1839 -.3483 -.2349 -.133  .1479 
Black x Public Assistance -1.6097 -.0034 .0219 .0708 10.4083 

Table 2: Democratic Model GWR Parameter Summaries 

A significance test of the spatial variability of the parameter estimates is accomplished 

through Monte Carlo simulations. Results of the Democratic model are presented in Table 3. All 

variables, except the percentage of social security reporting units, exhibit statistically significant 

spatial variability. In order to explore this variability, the statistically significant variables are 

mapped. This conclusion supports the previous examinations of significant local variation. 

 
p-value 

Intercept 0.000 
Density 0.000 
Growth 0.000 
% Black 0.000 
% SS  0.110 
Republican Vote 1960 0.000 
Black x Public Assistance 0.000 

 
Table 3: Democratic Model GWR Spatial Variability of Parameters 

 
The following maps examine the parameter estimates for the variables shown to have 

statistically significant spatial variation. Again, maps are presented in color and counties that are 

not statistically significant have been masked in grey leaving counties statistically significant at 

the 0.10 level visible for analysis.  
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Map 1: Democratic Model % Black Parameter Estimates 

 Globally, the percent of black residents in an area is negatively related to the change in 

the Democratic vote. Map 1 offers continued evidence of the threat hypothesis. More 

specifically, even in parts of the south, as the black population decreases, voters are more apt to 

vote for the Democratic Party. The parameter estimates for percentage of blacks in the 

Republican model (Map 2) tell the rest of the story. 
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Map 2: Republican Model % Black Parameter Estimates 

 As is visually evident in Map 2, the percentage of black residents increases the change in 

the Republican vote for most of the statistically significant counties. This effect is throughout the 

eastern United States and not just in the south. Nearly 50% (1,475 in total) of all counties in the 

United States showed a positive relationship between the black presence and an increased change 

in the Republican vote. The huge swath of positive parameters reaches from western Texas, 

through most of the south, most of New England and parts of the Rust Belt. Overall, this is 

powerful evidence of a localized threat response to cross-group contact. Only 24 (or >1%) of 

counties showed a negative and significant relationship. Although not tested here, the origins for 

the negative relationship are likely a reflection of the ‘unpledged’ elector vote. If this assumption 

is accurate, it would be a reflection of the threat hypothesis as a vote for the unpledged elector 
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was a vote for the southern status quo for racial discrimination. This conjecture is plausible, but 

it is impossible from these data to discern with confidence.  

 

Map 3: Democratic Model Black x Public Assistance Parameter Estimates 

 Again, the group contact literature points to economic competition, as well as race, as a 

compounding factor in the threat response. An interaction term capturing percent black and 

percent of the population receiving public assistance is conceptualized to tap into that dynamic. 

The interaction term reiterates previous findings regarding the threat hypothesis. The negative 

parameters seen throughout the deep south in Map 3 are likely an artifact of the influence of the 

other parties. More specifically, those are areas that employed the unpledged elector technique. 

Again, it is impossible to test this highly plausible conjecture. In those counties, the majority of 

votes went to either the Republican Party (which shows positive parameter estimates in the same 
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area – see Map 4) or the unpledged electors. Again, it is pertinent to recognize that the threat 

dynamics were alive and well outside of the south.  

 

Map 4: Republican Model Black x Public Assistance Parameter Estimates 

 As predicted, a positive relationship is most likely to exist in the south and Map 4 

confirms that. The areas demonstrating a negative relationship are of particular interest. Most of 

the areas with a negative relationship showed a positive relationship between percent black and 

Republican vote change. We may perhaps deduce that in most areas, the presence of blacks was 

enough to influence Republican vote change and that economic competition was secondary 

outside of the deep south. This would be in keeping with the literature that the pro-civil rights 

sentiment in the north was impinged by the desire to retain housing segregation, although the 

housing dynamic was not controlled for in the current models. 
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Map 5: Democratic Model Density Parameter Estimates 

 The urban north provided a solid voting block for the Democrats and Nardulli (2005) 

argues that the electoral leeway both pushed and allowed the Democratic Party to embrace civil 

rights. However, as is evident by the magnitude found in the OLS model and Map 5 of density 

parameter estimates, urbanity was not a powerful predictor of the vote.  
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Map 6: Republican Model Density Parameter Estimates 

 Sundquist (1983) maintains that northern Republicans and metropolitan southerners 

rejected Goldwater and the1964 Republican Party. The density map for the Republican model 

(Map 6) insinuates that urbanity had little impact on the change in the Republican vote. Only 

412, or 13%, of the counties showed a significant relationship. Of those, 102 or 3% of counties 

demonstrated a negative statistical relationship.  
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Map 7: Republican Model Growth Parameter Estimates 

 The growth map of parameter estimates (Map 7) tells a more interesting story regarding 

the potential urban/rural divide. An increase in growth, i.e. an increase in competition and cross-

group contact, is expected to spur the increase in the Republican vote. Here, we see strong local 

variation. First, the response to growth was not uniform in the south. The swath of negative 

parameters along the Gulf Coast indicates that declining population growth spurred growth in the 

Republican vote. This is true, surprisingly, of parts of the greater northwest as well. Although the 

largest areas indicating a positive relationship between population growth and change in the 

Republican vote are in the south, there is a noticeable swath in New England and a small patch in 

northern Indiana. Although those states went to the Democratic Party, as did most of the 

individual counties in those regions, the positive statistical relationship indicates a potential 

group threat response. For population growth, 994 (or 32%) of counties are statistically 
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significant. Compared to the 13% significant for population density, we can deduce that growth 

is a more powerful force for changes in the vote and inter-group threat than density.  

 

Map 8: 1960 Democratic Vote Parameter Estimates 

Map 8 provides a compelling picture of the Civil Rights realignment. In a critical 

election, we might expect that areas that had the strongest Democratic showing in the 1960 

election are likely where we would see the biggest decrease in the Democratic vote. The largest 

changes are likely to be in the south because the Civil Rights Era realignment is largely 

geographically focused there. The dynamic is stark. Of the 2,524 (81%) counties that are 

statistically significant, all show a negative relationship. 
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CONCLUDING REMARKS 

 GWR, a local modeling technique, and the more granular geographic scale allowed for a 

powerful examination of the Civil Rights Era. The power theory of intergroup contact found 

predominately in political science was affirmed for this historic era for voters in both parties. 

Although the Democratic Party moved towards a pro-civil rights stance, voters were still swayed 

by variables tapping into the degree of local cross-group contact. Broadly, where cross-group 

contact was higher, the changes in the Democratic vote were suppressed. Quite the opposite was 

apparent in the model examining the change in the Republican vote. In that model, high cross-

group contact and competition spurred positive changes in the Republican vote. Taken together, 

evidence of the power theory is strong. Although the Civil Rights Era as a realigning period in 

American history is hotly contested, results here suggest this era was indeed a period of electoral 

realignment. Finally, strong local variation provides powerful evidence that attempting to 

understand critical elections and electoral behavior writ large must be conducted with local 

geographies in mind. 

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

!



67 
!

CHAPTER IV 

The Slavery Era and the Civil War were turning points in the history of the United States.  

This article explores common understandings surrounding the Slavery Era realignment through 

the lens of political geography and continues to test the power theory. Unprecedented advances 

in data collection, computing power and statistical methods have been made in recent decades. 

To wit, geographically weighted regressions (GWR) are used to predict the change in the 

Democratic vote and, as supplemental analyses, the change in the Republican vote in the north. 

All analyses are conducted at the county level allowing a more granular approach for this sub-

national phenomena (Nardulli 1995) and locally based theoretical framework. Analyses examine 

both where and why voting behavior changed, and a qualitative, thick-description approach is 

used to clarify the past. 

 

THE HISTORY 

The political landscape leading up to the 1860 election had important geographic 

implications. The Democrats and Whigs had a comparable vote share from 1836 through the 

1850s, and the electoral geography of the 1852 presidential election showed no north/south 

cleavage (Schofield, Miller et al. 2003). The clear cut north/south geographic divide evident by 

the 1860 election indicates those interim years as ones of electoral realignment (Schofield, Miller 

et al. 2003).   

The 1860 election saw four viable candidates run for president. Abraham Lincoln was a 

Republican from Illinois. Stephen Douglas was a Democrat and also from Illinois. John 

Breckinridge was a Southern Democrat from Kentucky and John Bell was a Whig (or 

Constitutional Unionist) from Tennessee. “Four candidates faced the voters, each representing a 
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different interpretation of what had become the nation’s most agitated constitutional question, 

the power of the government over slavery in the territories” (Johannsen 1962 p. 162).  

Between 1852 and 1860, the social/labor dimension became salient which required 

parties to reorient existing coalitions into new ones with “divergent interests” (Schofield, Miller 

et al. 2003 p. 221). The thick description and early spatial modeling done by Sundquist (1983) to 

conceptualize the cleavages shaping the 1860 election is formally modeled by Schofield, Miller 

and Martin (2003). “With two distinct dimensions and four candidates, it is immediately obvious 

that the policy space could be divided into four quadrants” (Schofield, Miller et al. 2003 p. 220).  

Civil rights issues around slavery constitute a ‘social’ dimension and orthogonal to that is 

the ‘economic’ dimension. Lincoln attracted socially and economically liberal voters (or ‘free 

soil’ farmers) who were opposed to slavery and commercial interests (Schofield, Miller et al. 

2003). Due to the labor concerns and policies tied to slavery, Breckinridge tethers the end 

opposite of the social dimension. He was the pro-commercial interest and pro-slavery candidate 

occupying the conservative policy space on both dimensions (Schofield, Miller et al. 2003).  

On the economic dimension, Bell was in favor of commercial interests (economically 

conservative) yet favored restricted expansion, not eradication, of slavery (socially liberal) 

(Schofield, Miller et al. 2003). Lastly, Douglasites were economically liberal, which was driven 

by agrarian, anti-commercialism. Further, the states’ rights platform, specifically regarding 

slavery, was socially conservative (Schofield, Miller et al. 2003). 

The Democratic voting bloc was split between Breckinridge and Douglas. Douglasites 

held that Breckinridge was a secessionist bent on dividing the Democratic vote, and Breckinridge 

supporters believed Douglas a traitor and destroyer of the party (VanDeusen 1965). Popular 

sovereignty, the position which held that the question of slavery ought to be delegated to the 



69 
!

citizens of each territory, was the central focus for Douglas (Dodd 1911, Johannsen 1962). He 

campaigned with the idea that he would not vote for or against slavery (Dodd 1911). Douglas’ 

position sold well in the northwest both among recent and established immigrants in the area 

(Dodd 1911). 

The Republican Party was born as a result of the Kansas-Nebraska Act of 1854 

(VanDeusen 1965, Sundquist 1983). The party was sectional with uneven distributions and initial 

strength was in rural areas of Massachusetts, Vermont, western New York and northeastern Ohio 

(VanDeusen 1965). The Republican Party was unwavering on slavery but did have to cow-tow 

on other policies (Sundquist 1983) because “(f)rom the start it was a heterogeneous mixture of 

diverse and uneasy elements that ranged from opponents of slavery, or slavery extension, to 

temperance advocates hoping to use it in their battle against Demon Rum” (VanDeusen 1965 p. 

4).  

In 1860, Lincoln’s greatest support was still in the rural north. Republican campaign 

speeches occasionally singled out foreign born voters (VanDeusen 1965). In campaign locations 

where slavery was not the primary concern, anti-slavery sentiments were minimized. 

Republicans also assuaged fears of secession by publically minimizing the potential political 

conflict. The campaign was in opposition to the extension of slavery which proved to entice anti-

slavery voters and voters who economically opposed the extension of slavery (VanDeusen 

1965). 

Lincoln won the Presidency with 39.9% of the popular vote and initially lacked a 

Republican majority in Congress. Bell, representing the nearly defunct Whig Party, won three 

states and combined Douglas and Breckinridge won the whole of the south (Schofield, Miller et 

al. 2003). Sundquist (1983 p. 85) recognized the global pattern of net Republican Party switchers 
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as varying “with latitude: stronger to the north, weaker toward the Mason-Dixon line”. Some 

Democrats, as well as members of other parties, defected to the Republican Party (Sundquist 

1983). As political elites shifted party affiliation, the rank and file followed. Again, rural areas 

are cited as holding the most significant source of net change. At the state level, the strength of 

the Republican Party support is more highly correlated with previous spatial distributions of the 

Free Soil Party than the Whig Party (Sundquist 1983).  

In some accounts, the 1860 election was an ideological vote surrounding slavery. In other 

accounts, economics and homestead issues drove the vote (Sundquist 1983). For example, 

VanDeusen maintains that Lincoln took Iowa, Wisconsin, Michigan and Minnesota largely on 

the promise of free land rather than on the slavery issue (1965). Although he recognized the 

growing economic concerns in the north fueled by southern opposition to policies regarding land 

and tariffs, VanDeusen maintains that “(t)he Republican platform of 1860 devoted considerably 

more space to slavery and the ramifications of the slavery problem than it did to such economic 

issues as the tariff, internal improvements, and free land” (1965 p. 9) thereby making it a 

primarily ideological vote. Negating that, Fehrenbacher (1965) maintains that those states leaned 

Democratic in the 1856 election and the issue of free land was unlikely to have been such a 

wedge issue as to turn the states Republican. Personally, Lincoln took a moderate stance on 

slavery and, while he morally opposed it, he also did not demand immediate eradication of the 

institution (VanDeusen 1965).  

Legislation of tariffs in 1857 began a period of years in which trade was, relative to the 

previous four decades, free (Taussig 1888). The Republicans used the panic of 1857, a financial 

panic instigated in part by domestic overexpansion, to campaign on high tariff policies 
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(Fehrenbacher 1965). This was particularly potent in Pennsylvania because of the previous cross-

party support for low tariffs (Sundquist 1983).  

Perhaps negating the possibility of a two-dimensional policy space, the discussion 

surrounding slavery versus economics leaves little room for both. In a heroic attempt to 

incorporate both, Sundquist argues that economic issues were only relevant because of the public 

transition from a policy position against slavery into a negative association with the south writ 

large (1983).  

Prohibitionists and nativists were “flourishing” “reformist movements” (Sundquist 1983 

p. 90). Both groups aligned with the new Republican Party in the hopes of jumping on the reform 

bandwagon. Prohibitionists were only politically operational sporadically and, even then, the 

activity was highly localized. The nativists (colloquially called ‘know-nothings’), with political 

lineage in the Know-Nothing and American Parties, were more politically expedient and had a 

pronounced presence in Massachusetts (Sundquist 1983). The anti-immigrant sentiment, targeted 

towards German and Irish Catholics, aligned nicely with the prohibitionists who targeted 

“German’s beer” and “Irishman’s whiskey” (Sundquist 1983 p. 90). 

The prohibitionists and nativists introduced a religious cleavage. Methodists, Quakers, 

Unitarians and other revivalist sects of Christianity drove the reformists’ groups. Therefore, 

majorities of these groups voted with the Republican Party. Roman Catholics primarily voted 

Democratic (Sundquist 1983). These subsequent religious cleavages are essential in the modeling 

and will be used to develop proxies for data on temperance, among other things.  
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THEORETICAL EXPECTATIONS 

Two GWR19 models were constructed for the Slavery Era, and they are used to test the 

power theory and flesh out the disparate accounts of the time. The realignment was propelled by 

the creation of the Republican Party, but the vote for the Republican Party was entirely 

concentrated in the north. In order to facilitate a comparison to the Civil Rights Era, the 

Democratic vote is the focus of the analyses. To supplement analyses, the Republican model was 

run only for northern counties where the vote for the Republican Party was greater than zero. 

Because of this difference, the N for the Democratic model is 1,789 and the N for the Republican 

model is 824.  

As in the Civil Rights Era models, the models for the Slavery Era are nearly identical. 

The dependent variable for the Democratic model is the change in the percentage of the 

Democratic vote from 1856 to 1860, and the dependent variable for the Republican model is the 

change in the percentage of the Republican vote from 1856 to 1860. The variable captures party 

switching and new voters but unfortunately cannot discriminate between the two. Regardless of 

that flaw, the data are important particularly in realigning elections.  

The independent variables are the same except for the 1856 presidential vote. The 

variable for the Democratic model is the Democratic vote in 1856 and the variable for the 

Republican model is the Republican vote in 1856. 

Cross-group contact is expected to be at play during these elections and the patterns of 

settlement spurred by the Missouri Compromise are expected to influence geographic variability 

of the vote. The ‘Era of Good Feeling’ which followed the War of 1812 was disturbed by the 

first major clash between northern and southern positions on slavery (Johnson 1965). Missouri 

(geographically part of the Louisiana Purchase land) and Maine (geographically part of 
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Massachusetts) were both seeking statehood. Politicians in Missouri planned for the state to 

allow slavery. Northern Congressman opposed the pro-slavery position. On March 3rd in 1819, 

Maine was granted statehood and on March 6, President James Monroe signed the Missouri bill 

(Johnson 1965). This confluence of admittance set the precedent for admitting states in pairs 

with one free and one slave in an attempt to preserve the balance of powers. 

The Missouri Compromise, signed in 1820 and geographically depicted in Map 1, was 

born of this clash. The policy held that blacks in areas acquired in the Louisiana Purchase were 

free in Missouri north of the 36 ! 30! line. During the years preceding this conflict, southerners 

believed the anti-slavery movement was a political ploy to revitalize the Federalist Party and 

increase the centralization of the government rather than as a compassionate concern for slaves. 

Northerners took the slavery debates and the importation of ‘indentured servitude” into Ohio, 

Michigan, Indiana, Illinois and Wisconsin (where slavery was prohibited) as a signal that 

southerners were foremost concerned with propagating the institution.  
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Map 1: The Missouri Compromise - 1820 (Violette 1918) 

The subsequent geographic movement and spatial organization of free and enslaved black 

populations is therefore expected to vary geographically and impact voting in accordance with 

the power theory and the cross-group contact hypothesis. Two variables capture these dynamics. 

The first is the percentage of free blacks which allows an examination of the relevance and 

influence of the power theory in U.S. history. A higher rate of free blacks is generally expected 

to suppress the change in the Republican vote. Expectations for the Democratic Party are a bit 

more muddled. Douglas’ slavery stance was considered middle ground. It may be that higher 

rates of free blacks also suppressed the Democratic vote because two other parties offered far 

more restrictive policies. Still, the Democratic Party line made room for the possibility of slavery 
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and therefore, under the power theory, may still demonstrate a positive relationship between the 

change in the vote and the percentage of free blacks. 

The second variable related to racial issues captures enslaved blacks and the attached 

economic investment. The U.S. Census Bureau maintains records on the numbers of slaveholders 

and enslaved people by county. An average of slaves per slaveholder was constructed and is a 

proxy for the economic investment in slavery. It can also be used to help clarify the dynamics of 

the power theory that may be at play. 

Key (1955) was among the first to recognize the potential role of immigrants in critical 

elections. Therefore free, foreign-born populations are modeled. We can expect the unique 

experiences of immigrants to the U.S. to impact voting patterns. Immigration data do not discern 

country of origin; however, the U.S. Census Bureau does provide foreign-born as a singular 

group. Further, the reformist factions in the Republican Party provide sharp cleavages. The 

percentage of Quaker Meeting houses, Methodist churches and revivalist20 churches are modeled 

and expected to support the Republican vote. The percentage of Catholic churches is expected to 

support the Democratic vote. The religion variables are a proxy for the nativist movement which 

held suspicion and animosity towards immigrants.  

I will assess the argument that the 1860 presidential election was a primarily ideological 

one, i.e. about slavery rather than economic issues (tariffs, free land, etc.). More specifically, 

VanDeusen (1965) claims Lincoln took most of the north on slavery issues but took Iowa, 

Wisconsin, Michigan and Minnesota on land issues. Others more generally claim that the land 

issue caused voters with Democratic Party affiliations to switch loyalty to the Republican Party 

(Gates 1964, Egnal 2001). Further, because immigrants were thought to be the primary 

beneficiaries of homestead policies, we have reason to believe that foreign born populations have 
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yet another reason to show positive relationships to the change in the Republican vote. The 

natural log of the cash value of farms is also included as an independent variable to capture these 

dynamics. We might expect farms with large cash values in the south to suppress the change in 

the Democratic vote because the Southern Democrats and Constitutional Unionists offered more 

asset protection. Assuming lands up for dispersal under the homesteading policies were nascent 

and worth less in cash value, we may expect lower farm cash values to be positively associated 

with changes in the Republican vote.  

As previously mentioned, Burnham (1970) was one of the first scholars to recognize the 

importance of urbanity, particularly for the rural strongholds of the Republican Party. Urbanity, 

particularly in early 1800s, spatially structured life considerably. Urban environments generally 

enjoy more amenities and resources to the locals that influence all aspects of daily life from 

industry and employment to access to government and politicians. Newspapers, discussed in 

more detail later, may also influence the role of urbanity. Population density is a proxy for 

urbanity.  

   

THE SLAVERY ERA ANALYSIS 

 As expected, given the spatial autocorrelation in the dataset, the GWR estimation 

improves the OLS regression results. The OLS models are shown together in Table 1. The OLS 

models perform reasonably well for both parties and explain ~70% of the data variance. For the 

Democratic model, the OLS r-squared is 0.6876 and the GWR r-squared raises to 0.8763. 

Similarly, the Republican model increases from 0.7047 to 0.8524. The AIC also indicates 

increased performance for GWR. The Democratic model OLS AIC is 15,457 and drops to 

14,005 in the GWR. The Republican model OLS AIC is 6,343 and drops to 5,887 in the GWR. 
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Finally, the ANOVA F-statistics for both models indicates a clear and statistically significant 

improvement of GWR over the global OLS (F = 16.66, p < 0.001 in the Democratic model and 

F = 9.81, p < 0.001 in the Republican model).  

 
Change in Democratic Vote Change in Republican Vote 

  " SE p-value # SE p-value 
Intercept 7.2155 3.4574 0.037 47.8482 3.3217 0.000 
% Free Black -.9711 .1707 0.000 -.0471 .1898 0.804 
% Foreign Born .1702 .0489 0.001 .314  .0385 0.000 
% Quaker -.3627 .1573 0.021 .2342 .1037 0.024 
% Methodist -.0363 .0245 0.138 -.0822 .024  0.001 
% Catholic .1676 .0418 0.000 -.2281 .0399 0.000 
% Revivalist -.058  .0237 0.015 -.0795 .0243 0.001 
Democratic Vote 1856 -.9948 .022  0.000 

   Republican Vote 1856 
   

-.701  .0188 0.000 
Density .0005 .0005 0.321 -.001  .0003 0.000 
Ave. # Slaves -1.4723 .084  0.000 -7.6058 .3762 0.000 
Ln Farm Value 1.7527 .2473 0.037 -.2583 .2716 0.342 

R2 = 0.6895     R2 = 0.7086     
 Adjusted R2 = 0.6876      Adjusted R2 = 0.7047     

Table 1: OLS Global Regression Results 

 For both models21, the coefficients for the percentage of free black and average number 

of slaves per slaveholder are negative. The cross-group threat hypothesis predicts that the 

presence of free black citizens should suppress the Republican vote. Here, we have a statistically 

insignificant coefficient indicating a lack of threat response from the Republican voting 

population. The same predictor for the Democratic model is significant and negative. As cross-

group contact decreases, the change in the Democratic vote increases. Again, Douglas was a 

proponent of states’ rights which, unlike the Civil Rights Era, was seen as a middle ground on 

the racial issue of the day. Interpreted within the context of the Slavery Era, the finding makes 

some sense; where cross-contact was low, voters were opting for the middle ground. Although 

not shown here, OLS models predicting the vote22 for Breckinridge and Bell both have positive 
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and statistically significant coefficients for the percentage of free blacks (" = 1.01 with p < .000 

and " = .96 with p < .000 respectively). This is consistent with the political memory of the time 

and with the cross-group threat hypotheses. Namely, voters exposed to more cross-group contact 

will vote against out-group rights. With respect to the historical storyline, we might expect voters 

who perceive a threat to vote for Breckinridge or Bell. The fact that voters had an alternative to 

abolition and states’ rights helps explain the negative coefficient in the Democratic model.  

 Also related to the power theory, the coefficients in both models are negative and 

statistically significant for the average number of slaves per slave owner. This finding is 

consistent with common understandings; as the number of slaves per owner decreases, voters are 

more apt to vote for the Democratic or Republican Party. The effect is particularly strong for the 

change in Republican vote, as expected. This finding also lends credence to the assertion that a 

Republican vote was an ideologically driven vote.  

The OLS models for the Southern Democratic vote and the Constitutional Union vote 

show a positive and statistically significant relationship to the average number of slaves (" = 

1.69 with p < .000 and " = 2.01 with p < .000 respectively). This is consistent with the idea that 

economically minded slave owners would favor the alternative parties whose goals, explicit or 

not, included preserving the institution of slavery.  

 The percentage of free, foreign born citizens is positive and significant for both models. 

This is in keeping with the notion that the Republican Party attempted to woo foreign born voters 

on labor issues and the Democratic Party states’ rights platform appeals to immigrants.  

 As expected, the coefficient for the percentage of Catholic churches is positive and 

significant for the Democrats and negative and significant for the Republicans. In the Democratic 

model, variables for Quakers, Methodists and Revivalists behave as expected, although the 
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percentage of Methodists is not statistically significant. Namely, as those populations decrease, 

the change in Democratic vote increases. The Republican model is not as clear cut. The presence 

of Quakers statistically increases changes in the Republican vote; however, the same is not true 

of Methodists and Revivalists. GWR may shed additional light on this finding, but the historic 

contention that the reformists and nativists meaningfully impacted the Republican vote is in 

question23. 

 Population density behaves as expected in the Republican model. Specifically, support 

for the new Republican Party had strongholds in rural areas. Here we see that, as population 

density decreases, the change in the Republican vote increases. There were no expectations for 

the performance of population density in the Democratic model and indeed, it is not statistically 

significant. 

 The coefficient for the natural log of farm cash values is positive and significant for the 

Democratic model and non-significant for the Republican model. This perhaps supports the 

contention that a Republican vote was an ideological one, not one based on land. However, 

scholars have held that land swayed the Republican vote in some localities. That will be 

examined further in the GWR maps.  

 Lastly, the models included the 1856 presidential vote by party. In the Democratic model, 

the coefficient is negative and significant. This supports the notion of realignment. During a 

critical election, the biggest decrease in the Democratic vote should be where the Democrats 

were the strongest prior to the realignment.  

Most independent variables in the OLS models behave as expected. Now we turn to 

GWR to examine the spatially disparate impacts of the variables. Table 2 presents a summary of 

the distribution of local parameter estimates for the Democratic model. Minimum, maximum and 
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median values are detailed along with upper and lower quartiles. The data demonstrate the 

extensive geographic variation in the effects of the variables. The minimum and maximum 

parameters are different signs for each variable except for the 1856 presidential vote. The same is 

true for the lower and upper quartiles on all variables except the percentage of blacks and the 

1856 vote. Overall, the geographic variability speaks to the inability for standard global 

parameter estimates to accurately capture local effects.  

 
Minimum 

Lower 
Quartile Median 

Upper 
Quartile Maximum 

Intercept -91.0134 -5.076  8.3641 38.9836 64.9607 
% Free Black -6.6188 .0179 1.1008 2.8773 14.2871 
% Foreign Born -1.7245 -.0056 .1312 .5932 1.6015 
% Quaker -4.4005 -.4315 -.184  .1543 4.5626 
% Methodist -.4882 -.0969 -.0291 .0273 .5261 
% Catholic -.6274 -.0962 .0505 .1962 1.5452 
% Revivalist -.4624 -.0769 -.0106 .0193 .4257 
Democratic Vote 1856 -1.5805 -.9999 -.8828 -.6348 -.4222 
Density -.2401 -.0216 -.0007 .0091 .5061 
Ave. # Slaves -42.0053 -2.7522 -.6998 .0354 16.1926 
Ln Farm Value -3.363  -.8068 .294  1.0814 6.5718 

Table 2: Democratic Model GWR Parameter Estimates 

Results for the ANOVA tests are present in Table 3. The significance test of the spatial 

variability of the parameter estimates is accomplished through Monte Carlo simulations. All 

variables in the Democratic model except the percentage of Revivalist churches exhibit 

statistically significant spatial variability. Interestingly, the variables in the Republican model all 

show significant spatial variation except the religion indicators. These conclusions support the 

previous examinations of the OLS model. The Democratic model shows more local variation. In 

order to explore this variability, the statistically significant variables of the Democratic model are 

mapped along with some supplemental parameter estimates from the Republican model.  



81 
!

 
Democratic Republican 

 
p-value p-value 

Intercept 0.000 0.010 
% Free Black 0.000 0.000 
% Foreign Born 0.000 0.000 
% Quaker 0.000 0.130 
% Methodist 0.000 0.500 
% Catholic 0.000 0.100 
% Revivalist 0.340 0.540 
Democratic Vote 1856 0.000 

 Republican Vote 1856 
 

0.000 
Density 0.000 0.000 
Ave. # Slaves 0.000 0.000 
Ln Farm Value 0.000 0.030 

Table 3: GWR Spatial Variability of Parameters 

The following maps examine the parameter estimates for the variables shown to have 

statistically significant spatial variation. Again, maps are presented in color24. For each map, 

counties that are not statistically significant have been masked in grey, leaving counties 

statistically significant at the p < 0.10 level visible for analysis. The statistical significance level 

of 0.10 was chosen over more stringent significance levels simply to allow more counties to be 

unmasked for visual inspection.  
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Map 2: Democratic Model % Black Parameter Estimates 

 The " was ~ -1 in the OLS Democratic model. With GWR, we see significant geographic 

variation hidden within that finding. See Map 2. Most of the statistically significant counties 

show a positive relationship. Areas with more free blacks had a positive effect on Democratic 

change. Again, because the election had four viable candidates, interpretation is blurred. On the 

one hand, the positive relationship between percentage of free blacks and the Democratic vote 

could be interpreted as a threat response; more free blacks led to more people voting for the 

states’ rights candidate which, in theory, could allow for more restrictions on the out-group. 

Alternatively, the voters had an option of more severe racial discrimination. Within the context 

of this time period, we would expect more free blacks to be positively related to votes for 

Breckinridge or Bell, thereby taking away votes for the Democratic.  

Further, the swath of positive parameter estimates is focused, though not exclusively 

contained to, the border states. Such a geographic distribution could be interpreted as evidence 

that voters in the border regions were not swayed by the forces in the power theory in the same 
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way as their southern counterparts. Historical narratives support this conjecture but quantitative 

affirmation is not possible here. 

 

Map 3: Republican Model % Black Parameter Estimates 

 Map 3 shows the geographic distribution of parameter estimates for the percentage black 

in the Republican model. The fact that most of the study area is not statistically significant 

reinforces non-significant findings in the OLS model; in most places, the presence of free blacks 

did not influence the change in the Republican vote. There are only a handful of counties where 

the increase in free blacks increased the Republican vote. Of note, however, is the patch of 

negative parameters. In these areas, as the percentage of free blacks decreased, the change in the 

Republican vote increased. Although this could be taken as minimal evidence of a threat 

response by the in-group, the statistically significant parameter estimates are low in value. 

Coupled with the principally insignificant finding of the OLS and GWR overall, a threat 

response is essentially dismissed for this group in this time period. 
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Map 4: Democratic Model Slaves per Owner Parameter Estimates 

 Map 4 shows the geographic distribution of the average slaves per owner parameter. 

Results are not surprising. Where the average number of slaves is lower, predominately in the 

north, voters are more willing to opt for the states’ rights candidate. Only in small patches in 

Georgia and Pennsylvania does the relationship become positive. In Georgia, this finding is 

somewhat unanticipated, as we would expect slave owners to protect their property by voting for 

pro-slavery candidates. However, in the statistically significant areas, this relationship is only 

true for slave owners with a modest number of slaves. It suggests that slave owners with large 

numbers of slaves were unwilling to vote for a states’ rights candidate. 
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Map 5: Republican Model Slaves per Owner Parameter Estimates 

 Map 5 shows the geographic distribution of the same parameter in the Republican model. 

Results are as expected. Fewer slaves meant higher change in the Republican vote. This is in 

keeping with history in that slaves were few and far between in the north. Indentured servants 

were in Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, Illinois and Wisconsin. With this map we see that most of 

those areas do not vary significantly. Ohio is the exception and for that reason is of particular 

interest. Perhaps in Ohio the collective stance against slavery was stronger than the desire to 

keep indentured servants.  
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Map 6: Democratic Model % Foreign Parameter Estimates 

 As in evident in Map 6, free foreign voters positively impacted the change in the 

Democratic vote. Although the effect crept through the Appalachians, the majority of the 

statistically significant areas were in the south. For the most part, the Democratic and Republican 

Parties were competing for the foreign vote. The OLS models for the Constitutional Union and 

Southern Democratic Party both had negative and statistically significant coefficients for the 

percentage foreign which reinforce this contention. It is interesting that the impact of foreigners 

was statistically insignificant in the northwestern states like Illinois. Prior to the 1860 election 

the Democratic Senate stymied homestead policies that would give new immigrants small but 

free tracts of land, a policy particularly favored by German immigrants (Dodd 1911). Dodd 

(1911) also believed that the Democratic platform sold well in the northwest and this map shows 

only moderate evidence of that contention. The Republican map helps fill in the story.  
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Map 7: Republican Model % Foreign Parameter Estimates 

 The fluctuation in the parameter estimates in the Republican model is not as large as for 

the Democratic model. However, we see that the percentage of foreign voters helped the 

Republican Party in Indiana, Illinois, Iowa and Missouri. See Map 7. Although the logged land 

parameter estimates (discussed below) largely defy a satisfying explanation, the theoretical link 

between foreign populations and land lends a viable interpretation of these parameter estimates. 

The Republican Party championed homestead issues which largely impacted the foreign 

populations. Perhaps the Democratic efforts in the Senate to block homestead legislation 

influenced the voters to switch party affiliation. Regardless, Maps 6 and 7 demonstrate that the 

historical arguments regarding the foreign population as a formidable force in the election holds 

some truth.  
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Map 8: Democratic Model % Quaker Parameter Estimates 

 Quakers had a positive impact on the change in the Democratic vote around Louisiana 

and a negative impact throughout Indiana and parts of Illinois, Ohio and Kentucky. See Map 8. I 

have not come across historical contentions for the strength of Quakers as a Democratic voting 

bloc in the south and so this geographic variability goes somewhat unexplained.  

Although the percentage of Quakers was statistically significant in the OLS Republican 

model, the geographic variation was not statistically significant. This is interesting given the 

supposed prohibitionist and nativist draw to the Republican Party particularly in the north. This 

provides further evidence that the historic contention regarding nativist’s sentiments and the 

associated religious cleavage is inaccurate and that the 1860 election was a slavery-driven 

ideological vote.   
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Map 9: Democratic Model % Catholic Parameter Estimates 

 Scholars maintain that Catholics (who were most often Irish immigrants) supported the 

Democratic Party, in part, as a response to the nativist tendencies in the Republican Party. See 

Map 9. The nativists were particularly strong in New England (Sundquist 1983), and here we see 

a swath through parts of that area where the relationship between Catholics and the change in the 

Democratic vote is negative. This is perhaps further evidence that religion was not the driving 

factor in the north or in New England specifically. Elsewhere, scattered throughout the states, are 

patches of positive relationships. The maps of religious parameters demonstrate that although 

Catholics were influential supporters of the Democratic Party in some locations, the widespread 

notion of other religions holding sway is largely unfounded. 
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Map 10: 1856 Democratic Vote Parameter Estimates 

 Map 10 shows the geographic distribution of the parameters for the Democratic vote in 

1856. In a realigning election, the expectation is that Democratic strongholds in 1856 should be 

where the biggest decreases in the 1860 Democratic vote are found. Certainly, albeit for different 

reasons, the Democratic Party lost votes to the three other parties in the election. In fact, we see 

the dynamic throughout the study area. This paints a clear picture of realignment in the Slavery 

Era. 
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Map 11: Democratic Model Population Density Parameter Estimates 

Population density is a somewhat muddled picture for the Democratic Party. See Map 11 

and recall that population density was not statistically significant in the OLS model. Although 

not widely explored, there is a theoretical rationale for the link between the Democratic vote of 

this era and population density.  

Join me down the rabbit hole: Jensen categorizes election campaigns during this period as 

army campaigns (1969). The metaphorical political army was led by commanding officers, i.e. 

the candidate and elite support staff, who dictated party lines and orders to the rank and file 

(Jensen 1969). During that time electioneering was considered an affront to the candidate and the 

office sought (Johannsen 1962). Consequently, the campaign was left to the parties and the 

candidates remained in the background. 

Democrats and Whigs enjoyed a solid “army-like organization” from 1832 and 1836 

(respectively) through the 1860 election (Jensen 1969) and until 1852 enjoyed comparable vote 

shares (Schofield, Miller et al. 2003). During such times, the parties operated in ‘rally’ mode 
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(Jensen 1969 p. 34). The army campaign rally strategy was based on the idea that partisanship 

was stable and therefore winning was a matter of mobilizing your party rather than converting 

members of other parties (Jensen 1969).  

The rally strategy was party-centered, not candidate-centered (Jensen 1969). ‘Rally’ 

campaign rhetoric, used only to motivate existing voters, could therefore rely on simple, party-

centered slogans. Further, a party line educated electorate was a priority to the campaigns. Print 

technology, specifically in newspapers and print media, became particularly relevant as the 

“chief means for disseminating information about the party line” (Jensen 1969). Newspapers 

were clearly partisan and explicitly maintained often bombastic party messaging (Jensen 1969).  

Eliot (1994), as cited by MacDonald and Black (2000), isolated the first ‘revolution’ in 

print as occurring between 1800 and 1870. The explosion in the penetration of print media 

among the masses/electorate is primarily due to advancements in print technology. Specifically, 

metal printing presses replaced wooden ones and steam-powered printing replaced manual 

printing (MacDonald and Black 2000). During this time, railways were being used to 

disseminate papers and boost penetration significantly. Concurrently, rising literacy due to more 

institutionalized education and migratory patterns of settlement also influenced the importance of 

newspapers (MacDonald and Black 2000). 

The print related statistics in 1850 are staggering: ~95% (1,630) of newspapers were 

party publications with a circulation of ~2 million leaving 83 non-affiliated papers with a 

circulation of ~300,000 geographically focused in 3 major cities (Philadelphia, New York and 

Boston) (Jensen 1969). Newspapers reached an unprecedented segment of the population and the 

majority of print space was reserved for political issues (Jensen 1969).  
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Through the 1850s, the Republican Party was waging an army campaign with a 

‘missionary’ strategy. The missionary strategy was used to build army-like party organization 

(Jensen 1969). During the Kansas-Nebraska issue, the nascent party used newspapers to 

disseminate “an endless stream of exciting news from the new Kansas territory” (Sundquist 1983 

p. 80). However, the party primarily used pamphlets instead of newspapers to disseminate 

information because, presumably, the Republicans were tapping into a literate electorate who 

distrusted “highly partisan” newspapers (Jensen 1969 p. 40).  

More generally, the political geography perspective predicts the impacts of print 

technology to be spatially heterogeneous. The geographic dissemination of newspapers and 

pamphlet distribution was structured by the geography of railways, urbanity and campaign 

tactics. Douglas was among the first presidential candidates to be directly involved in the 

campaign and traveled the nation giving speeches and gaining attention from the press 

(Johannsen 1962). Most newspapers came out of three urban areas and dissemination followed 

railways. The swath of positive parameter estimates through New England may point to the 

importance of the three newspaper hubs. 

A dichotomous variable available through the Census Bureau details whether or not 

localities had rail access. When included in the Democratic OLS model, rail access had a 

positive and statistically significant coefficient. Unfortunately, GWR is not capable of handling 

dichotomous variables and was therefore removed from the model. This untapped line of reason 

provides significant room for future research. 
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Map 12: Republican Model Population Density Parameter Estimates 

  Map 12 is included as a supplement to the previous discussion. It is widely acknowledged 

that rural localities in the north supported Lincoln. The mapped parameters generally reinforce 

this understanding. It also reinforces the ideas developed regarding newspapers and rail access. 

Republicans did not harness print technology in the same way Democrats did, and the map tells 

that story. Further, when rail access was included in the OLS Republican model, the coefficient 

was positive and significant but did not have the predictive power it had in the Democratic 

model25.   
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Map 13: Republican Model Farm Value Parameter Estimates 

 Moving on, the parameters for the natural log of farm values in the Republican model are 

shown in Map 13. The geographic patterns of parameter estimates do not necessarily follow 

hypotheses. In the northwestern states, it is primarily a positive relationship between farm value 

and the Republican vote rather than a negative one. Dynamics driving these relationships are 

unclear and present an opportunity for future research. Throughout most of the south, farm value 

did not statistically impact changes in the Democratic vote and where it did, the parameter was 

positive. Again, no immediate explanation is posited here.  

 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 

 This research thoroughly explores the application of the power theory in historic research 

and the driving factors in the 1860 presidential election. The power theory was shown to be 

applicable in the Civil Rights Era across all party votes. Perhaps the most uplifting finding 

presented here is the evidence that for Republicans in the north in 1860, there is little evidence of 
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the power theory influencing voters. Evidence that the vote was primarily a slavery-driven 

ideological vote for Republicans, rather than one driven by land and/or commercial issues, 

coupled with a lack of a threat response insinuates that those voters were acting on the notion 

that owning other humans and gaining wealth from their free labor was incompatible with the 

foundations of the nascent nation. The historic narrative regarding the role of religious groups in 

the 1860 election is similarly called into question. The lack of evidence for this idea further 

supports the notion of a slavery driven, ideological vote.  

 While that idyllic notion of Republican voters in the Slavery Era is heartening, there 

remains clear and abundant evidence that the influences of the power theory and cross-group 

hypotheses were alive and well in 1860 and, more troubling, only a few decades ago in the 

1960s. Separated by more than 100 years, the same racial tensions and techniques for attempts at 

suppression are strikingly similar.  

 Finally, this analysis reiterates the idea that the geographic variation in elections changes 

based on location. Global OLS models can inform part of the story but obscure important details 

about what issues were influencing voters and in what locations those factors were particularly 

influential. The United States is built on a foundation of human diversity, and the sheer size of 

the nation necessarily implies diversity of resources across the landscape. When we model our 

world in global analyses, we ignore that diversity. More pertinently, we ignore the knowledge 

that local investigations can produce and uncover.  
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CHAPTER V 

 The research presented here offer and test new ways of looking at old problems. Political 

realignments have been scrutinized for decades. A preponderance of data and new 

methodological techniques allow a granularity of analyses not previously available to 

researchers. Although it is often maintained that critical elections throughout history do not share 

similar catalysts’, the Slavery and Civil Rights Eras do in fact share a thread of race related 

issues that string the decades long gap together. Together, they offer a powerful construct in 

which to understand critical elections, history and the dynamics between the traditional in- and 

out-groups in our culture.  

 The Moran’s I, is a well-known and heavily used cluster detection technique. In Chapter 

II, I applied the statistic to the question of political realignments. This is a creative, theoretically 

sound and relatively new application of the statistic. Success in applying this measure in a new 

way offers political geographers room to expand.  

 Issue evolution provided an instructive theoretical lens with which to guide this research 

and understand the past. Unfortunately results do not support or negate the dynamic growth 

model illustrated by Carmines and Stimson. For the Slavery Era, the cataclysmic events of the 

Civil War resonated through the country, through time and through the data. This artifact of 

history will forever inhibit analyses. As for the Civil Rights era, the realignment may have taken 

two presidential elections to play out. Data presented here show an escalation of traditional 

realignment indicators through 1964 and 1968. It may be that subsequent elections would show 

the patterns predicted by the dynamic growth model however the current iteration of this 

research does not pursue that possibility. Future research can build from this solid foundation. 
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 Even without confirmation of the dynamic growth model, political realignment is evident 

in both eras. The Slavery Era realignment, in part because it marks the birth of the new 

Republican Party, is never questioned. The Civil Rights Era realignment, on the other hand, 

enjoys a significant degree of contestation. Analyses in both eras show enormous swaths of the 

electorate, at a more local level, changing party affiliation. In both eras, the bulk of that change 

was in the south which is not surprising given the racial connections. Using a basic definition of 

realignments as a “temporally structured and geographically concentrated phenomena that 

represent marked and enduring breaks in regional electoral patterns” (Nardulli 1995 p. 17), the 

Civil Rights Era realignment is affirmed.  

 Chapters III and IV probe deeper into the critical elections of the Slavery and Civil 

Rights Eras. Namely, they offer a chance to test academic theories surrounding in- and out-group 

dynamics. A number of disciplines try to tackle this question and the political science 

perspective guides expectations here. The power theory holds that cross-group contact will 

increase competition between groups and not necessarily facilitate the acceptance of minorities 

in the way that psychological theories predict. Further, context matters. The potential impact of 

out-group threat and competition changes when the economic landscape fluctuates. 

The application of geographically weighted regressions (GWR) in political geography 

and in the study of critical elections is not new. However, using this method to investigate the 

power theory is novel. The method allows for a truly local analysis. In both eras, I find ample 

evidence of the power theory and in both eras, the influence of out-groups varies significantly 

across space. The results of the Slavery Era are perhaps the most interesting in this regard. A 

relative scale was created by the viability of four major candidates. The Republican Party stood 

for tolerance and freedom. The Democratic Party supported popular sovereignty which provided 
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voters with a middle ground. The Constitutional Unionist Party supported retaining the 

institution of slavery but with restrictions. Lastly, the Southern Democratic Party was virulently 

pro-slavery. Given this scale of anti to pro slavery, we can expect the power theory to be the least 

influential for Republican voters and the most influential for Southern Democratic voters. 

Indeed, GWR and OLS regressions confirm that. The most heartening finding was that, in fact, 

the power theory held a non-statistically significant sway on Republican voters of the time. This 

negates the historic contention that land and/or commercial interests drove the Republican vote 

rather than a marked concern for enslaved blacks. 

The idea was similar for the Civil Rights Era but there were only two viable candidates. 

Although unpledged electors were used as a third party, the candidates were never actually 

viable. In that era, we find that the power theory was influential for voters in all parties. Luckily, 

even with that historic fact, as a nation we moved towards a more progressive stance towards 

racial minorities. Evidence, from the Moran’s I and GWR analyses, strongly indicate the Civil 

Rights Era as a realigning election. 

Methodologically speaking, the research presented here builds on work by political 

geographers that stress the importance of local measures. Global, aggregate measures are 

certainly useful in many respects but the localized nature of critical elections and electoral 

behavior writ large demand a more nuanced look. The variability hidden inside OLS models 

obscures important patterns and knowledge that vary geographically with issue salience. 

Applying local and spatial techniques uncovers those patterns and opens the doors for a new 

direction in this fascinating research program.  

Altogether, these articles paint a clear picture of American history. We have periodic 

upheavals of political identification and those upheavals trace major policy milestones. While the 
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racial tensions of our past may be the tie that binds this research, the results are uplifting. We are 

a nation of limited resources and competition between groups can often lay stumbling blocks in 

our path. Still, at each turn, we march towards a more progressive, more tolerant public policy.  
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APPENDIX A 

LISA Descriptive Statistics 

  1856 1860 1864 
Clusters N % N % N % 

H - H 462 27% 607 33% 127 12% 
L - L 563 33% 774 42% 116 11% 
L - H 4 >1% 3 >1% 11 >1% 
H - L 1 >1% 1 >1% 12 >1% 
NS 666 39% 459 25% 771 74% 

N 1696 100% 1844 100% 1037 100% 

       Significance             
0.001 162 10% 189 10% 98 9% 
0.01 229 14% 367 20% 58 6% 
0.05 647 38% 836 45% 117 11% 
NS 658 39% 459 25% 771 74% 

N 1696 100% 1851 100% 1044 100% 
Appendix Table 1: Slavery Era Descriptive Statistics  

for Republican Vote 
 

  American Republican Democratic 
Clusters N % N % N % 

H - H 553 30% 196 11% 492 27% 
L - L 599 32% 103 6% 462 25% 
L - H 0 0% 19 1% 4 0% 
H - L 32 2% 0 0% 43 >1% 
NS 660 36% 1526 83% 843 46% 

N 1844 100% 1844 100% 1844 98% 

       Significance             
0.001 293 16% 140 8% 162 9% 
0.01 481 26% 72 4% 335 18% 
0.05 410 22% 106 6% 504 27% 
NS 660 36% 1526 83% 843 46% 

N 1844 100.00% 1844 100% 1844 100% 
Appendix Table 2: Slavery Era Descriptive Statistics  

for Vote Change (1856 – 1860) 
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  1960 1964 1968 
Clusters N % N % N % 

H - H 645 21% 388 13% 777 25% 
L - L 546 18% 565 18% 673 22% 
L - H 32 1% 13 >1% 32 >1% 
H - L 20 1% 14 >1% 3 >1% 
NS 1858 60% 2121 68% 1616 52% 

N 3101 100% 3101 100% 3101 100% 
  

      Significance             
0.001 348 11% 305 10% 470 15% 
0.01 400 13% 301 10% 442 14% 
0.05 499 16% 378 12% 577 19% 
NS 1858 60% 2121 68% 1616 52% 

N 3105 100% 3105 100% 3105 100% 
Appendix Table 3: Civil Rights Era Descriptive Statistics 

for Republican Vote 
 

 

  1960 1964 1968 
Clusters N % N % N % 

H - H 483 16% 538 17% 465 15% 
L - L 577 19% 351 11% 559 18% 
L - H 17 1% 19 >1% 25 >1% 
H - L 35 1% 8 >1% 36 >1% 
NS 1989 64% 2185 71% 2016 65% 

N 3101 100% 3101 100% 3101 100% 
  

      Significance             
0.001 308 10% 302 10% 250 8% 
0.01 346 11% 269 9% 339 11% 
0.05 462 15% 349 11% 500 16% 
NS 1989 64% 2185 70% 2016 65% 

N 3105 100% 3105 100% 3105 100% 
Appendix Table 4: Civil Rights Era Descriptive Statistics  

for Democratic Vote 
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American Independent Vote 
  1968 

Clusters N % 
H - H 626 20% 
L - L 1081 35% 
L - H 5 0% 
H - L 1 0% 
NS 1388 45% 

N 3101 100% 
  

  Significance     
0.001 574 19% 
0.01 512 17% 
0.05 627 20% 
NS 1388 45% 

N 3101 100% 
Appendix Table 5: Civil Rights Era Descriptive Statistics  

for American Independent Vote 
 

 

 
Democratic Vote Change Republican Vote Change 

  1960 - 1964 1964 - 1968 1960 - 1964 1964 - 1968 
Clusters N % N % N % N % 

H - H 753 24% 264 9% 454 15% 836 27% 
L - L 457 15% 439 14% 775 25% 467 15% 
L - H 6 >1% 9 >1% 5 >1% 0 0% 
H - L 4 >1% 15 >1% 1 >1% 1 >1% 
NS 1881 61% 2374 77% 1866 60% 1797 58% 

N 3101 100% 3101 100% 3101 100% 3101 100% 

         Significance                 
0.001 375 12% 265 9% 348 11% 251 8% 
0.01 349 11% 192 6% 384 12% 193 6% 
0.05 490 16% 317 10% 492 16% 287 9% 
NS 1891 61% 2331 75% 1881 61% 2374 76% 

N 3105 100% 3105 100% 3105 100% 3105 100% 
Appendix Table 6: Civil Rights Era Descriptive Statistics  

for Vote Change (1960 – 1964 and 1964 - 1968) 
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APPENDIX B 

Turnout Correlation Tables and Map 

  
Moran's I by Party, Year and Vote Change 

  

Rep. 
1964 

Dem. 
1964 

Unpl. 
1964 

Rep. Vote 
Change  

Dem. Vote 
Change  

C
ha

ng
e 

in
 T

ur
no

ut
 fr

om
 1

96
0-

19
64

 

North 0.0043 -0.0022 0.0272 -0.2294 -0.2182 
  0.8499 0.9220 0.2279 0.0000 0.0000 
South 0.1875 0.0943 -0.1967 0.2591 0.2135 
  0.0000 0.0014 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
Deep South -0.0037 -0.1968 -0.3028 0.0207 -0.0653 
  0.9372 0.0000 0.0000 0.6621 0.1681 
Rep. H - H Clusters 0.1158 -0.0584 -0.2198 0.0478 -0.0336 
  0.0226 0.2510 0.0000 0.3090 0.4749 
Rep. L - L Clusters 0.1405 0.1603 -0.0566 -0.1424 -0.1302 
  0.0008 0.0001 0.1793 0.0001 0.0003 
Dem. H - H Clusters 0.0356 0.0395 -0.3176 -0.1326 -0.1084 
  0.4094 0.3609 0.0000 0.0003 0.0029 
Dem. L - L Clusters 0.1030 -0.1377 -0.2977 0.0637 -0.1078 
  0.0539 0.0098 0.0000 0.1740 0.0804 
Unpl. H - H Clusters 0.3775 0.4600 -0.6405 0.3112 0.4757 
  0.0007 0.0000 0.0000 0.0055 0.0000 

Appendix Table 7: 1964 Correlation Table 
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Moran's I by Party, Year and Vote Change 

  

Rep. 
1968 

Dem. 
1968 

Unpl. 
1968 

Rep. Vote 
Change 

Dem. Vote 
Change 
C

ha
ng

e 
in

 T
ur

no
ut

 fr
om

 1
96

4-
19

68
 

North -0.1739 -0.0296 -0.0175 -0.1300 0.0712 
  0.0000 0.1888 0.4582 0.0000 0.0016 
South 0.5396 0.0351 0.3855 0.6220 0.6209 
  0.0000 0.2367 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
Deep South 0.6675 0.0692 0.3385 0.6855 0.6878 
  0.0000 0.1439 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
Rep. H - H Clusters -0.2243 -0.1001 -0.1308 -0.1342 -0.0302 
  0.0000 0.0052 0.0003 0.0001 0.3829 
Rep. L - L Clusters 0.6108 0.0095 0.3439 0.6153 0.6864 
  0.0000 0.8052 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
Dem. H - H Clusters 0.1988 -0.0278 -0.3113 0.6344 0.7223 
  0.0000 0.5502 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 
Dem. L - L Clusters 0.4426 0.3847 0.6507 0.1367 0.0253 
  0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0041 0.5966 
Unpl. H - H Clusters 0.5974 0.0939 0.3161 0.6469 0.6472 
  0.0000 0.0188 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 

Appendix Table 8: 1968 Correlation Table 
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Appendix Map 1: Civil Rights Era Changes in Turnout 
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ENDNOTES 

!
1 Nomenclature is adopted in this research. 
 
2 Properly specified spatial autocorrelation depends on spatial weights matrices that define 
neighbors and non-neighbors. For each unit, computations are based on the observed value of the 
unit and the weighted average of neighboring units.  Neighbors have non-zero values. Non-
contiguous counties, or non-neighbors, have zero values. Matrices are standardized so that the 
sum of the weights for each county total 1.Consequently, neighbors interact to impact 
covariation and correlation while far away units exert no influence at all.  
 
3 Neighbors can be defined in many ways. The rook specification defines neighbors as counties 
that share a full boundary segment while the queen specification defines neighbors as counties 
that have any point in common. The histograms presented below examine the connectivity under 
both specifications for 1860 and 1864 by plotting the number of neighbors against the number of 
total observations. Due to the smaller N, 1864 is the year most vulnerable to connectivity issues. 
In both years, the queen specification creates a smoother distribution. Although not shown here, 
1856 and 1960 show similar patterns. Consequently, first order queen contiguity matrices were 
constructed and used in all global Moran’s I and LISA calculations.  
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4 The Moran’s I coefficient is expressed as a regression slope however the standard t-test for 
statistical significance is not appropriate (Anselin 1993, 1996). 
 
5 This indicates influence on the global statistic only and not statistical significance (Anselin 
1995). 
 
6 The variable is normalized by subtracting the local mean of that variable from the global 
Moran’s I and dividing by the standard deviation (Anselin 1996). 
 
7 Results reported here are based on 999 permutations.  
 
8 V.O. Key included Mississippi, Florida, Georgia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Louisiana, 
Texas, Florida, Alabama, Arkansas and Tennessee in his analyses. 
 
9 States include Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi and Arkansas and were qualitatively 
defined by those states eager to employ the unpledged elector strategy. 
 
10 For example, in 1860, Georgia and swaths of Texas had no vote and in 1864, the entirety of 
the Confederate South did not participate in the presidential election. Territories were excluded 
from the vote.  
 
11 Though it should be pointed out that the global Moran’s I for Darmofal’s indicators of a New 
Deal realignment (2008) ranged from .52 to .77. 
12 According to Dave Leip’s Atlas of U.S. Presidential Elections, votes for third party candidates 
totaled 125,757 or 0.18% of the vote. The vote total for all ‘other’ candidates in 1968 totaled 
243,258 or 0.33% of the vote. 155 counties had third party votes and 102 of these were in 
Alabama and New York. Vote share ranges from 0.01% to 12%. 
 
13 Five southern states included Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, South Carolina and 2 
non-southern states, Alaska and Virginia. 
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14 Variance inflation factors (VIF) are ~2.5 for the current models.  
 
15 NAD83 HARN Continuous USA Albers projection is used in all cases. 
 
16 Copies printed on black and white printers will convert colors to gray-scale and obscure 
visualization of results. Therefore, printing in color is highly recommended. 
 
17 Observations were coded as missing if data were not present for 1960 or 1970. When data 
existed for 1960 only, 1960 data was attributed to 1964. Similarly, when data existed for 1970 
only, 1970 data were attributed to 1964. In total, 59 observations (40 from 1960 and 19 from 
1970) followed the above rule. 
 
18 Presented below are supplemental OLS models with the percentage receiving public assistance 
included as an independent variable. The differential performance in the Republican model as 
opposed the Democratic model is interesting. Public assistance in the Republican model is 
statistically significant and shows statistically significant spatial variation in the parameters. This 
provides an interesting juxtaposition and will be examined more closely in future iterations of 
this research. Including this variable did not significantly change the performance of other 
independent variables in either model.  
 

 
Change in Democratic Vote Change in Republican Vote 

  " SE p-value " SE p-value 
Intercept 29.7739 1.1985 0.000 22.6472 1.3095 0.000 
Density .0002 .0001 0.151 -.0003 .0001 0.034 
Growth -.0056 .0123 0.652 .0074 .012  0.536 
% Black -.3741 .0294 0.000 .2112 .0283 0.000 
% SS  1.9904 .3986 0.000 -2.4278 .3888 0.000 
Democratic Vote 1960 -.4267 .0174 0.000 

   Republican Vote 1960 
   

-.5614 .0184 0.000 
Black x Public Assistance -.0312 .0036 0.000 .0571 .0035 0.000 
% Public Assistance .068  .08   0.395 -.3863 .0776 0.000 

R2 = 0.5435       R2 = 0.6717     
 Adjusted R2 = 0.5425      Adjusted R2 = 0.6710     

!
19 The methods discussion for GWR and the theoretical discussion regarding the power theory 
are explicated in Chapter III. 
 
20 Revivalist sects and accommodations was calculated as the total sects and accommodations of 
Adventists, Baptists, Free Will Baptists, 7 Day Baptists, 6 Principal Baptists, Tunker Baptists, 
Winnebrenner Baptists, Episcopalians, Lutherans, Presbyterians, Cumberland Presbyterians, 
Reformed Presbyterians and United Presbyterians. 
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21 The table below details supplemental OLS models with the American Party vote in 1856 
included as an independent variable. Adding this variable helps account for the party switching 
typical in critical elections. The variable improves the performance of the base models slightly. 
The Democratic model r-square rose from 0.6895 to 0.6958 and the adjusted r-square rose from 
0.6876 to 0.6940. The AIC dropped also. The Republican model r-square rose from 0.7086 to 
0.7157 and the adjusted r-square rose from 0.7046 to 0.7114. Similarly, the AIC dropped from 
6343 to 6325. However, the variable is only statistically significant in the Republican model 
providing more evidence that the American Party fueled the nascent Republican Party. Although 
model improvements are minimal, the parameter estimates for the 1856 American Party vote 
show statistically significant spatial variation. In future iterations of this work, the variable will 
be included and the parameter estimates will be mapped to examine geographic diversity. 
!
!

 
Change in Democratic Vote Change in Republican Vote 

  " SE p-value " SE p-value 
Intercept .7188 4.249  0.866 46.8148 3.2914 0.000 
% Free Black -.9819 .1713 0.000 .112  .191  0.558 
% Foreign Born .1594 .0457 0.000 .2834 .0387 0.000 
% Quaker -.3839 .156  0.014 .2397 .1025 0.020 
% Methodist -.0353 .0235 0.133 -.0746 .0238 0.002 
% Catholic .1348 .0379 0.000 -.2354 .0394 0.000 
% Revivalist -.0545 .0231 0.018 -.0672 .0241 0.006 
Democratic Vote 1856 -.9917 .0211 0.000    
Republican Vote 1856 

   
-.7494 .0215 0.000 

American Vote 1856 -.0212 .0226 0.348 -.1783 .0398 0.000 
Density .0005 .0005 0.349 -.0008 .0003 0.003 
Ave. # Slaves -1.4384 .0846 0.000 -6.8476 .4086 0.000 
Ln Farm Value 2.208  .3073 0.000 .0475 .277  0.864 

R2 = 0.6958     R2 = 0.7157     
 Adjusted R2 = 0.6940      Adjusted R2 = 0.7114     

!
 
22 The dependent variables in the OLS models for Breckenridge and Bell are the percentages of 
the vote in the 1860 election. It is not possible to calculate changes in the Southern Democratic 
and Constitutional Union Party votes. 
 
23 The positive coefficient for the percentage of free foreign born in the Republican model is 
interpreted in this research as votes for the Republican Party. It is possible that the variable is 
picking up influences of the nativist factions of the party. More specifically, nativists may 
perceive high populations of foreign born as an ethnic threat and so where foreign born 
populations increase, so do nativist votes within the Republican Party. Although this alternative 
explanation is legitimate and plausible, there is no way to discern the effect with aggregate data. 
!
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24 See Chapter III for rationale. 
 
25 Thank you for indulging me. 
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