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probability sample of cases rather than a random though numerically

impoverished data set. It seems to us that only by entertaining this

illusion can we proceed from description to interpretation of the

analytic outcomes. We are therefore acting a bit like children play-

ing their games that are

adult conduct: there is

"playing house") but the

sions are not delusions.

modelled on what the children perceive as

an element of "reality" in the games (like

children know that they are playing. Illu-

What we are saying simply is: if only we

had more data! On the other hand, though we sensed in the data a

sampling bias toward the "better class of people," we are persuaded to

believe that we are dealing with a "good" data set, that is a random

sample, even though the largest number

tabulation is only 236: We doubt that

of cases available for cross-

otherwise we would have obtained

as many meaningful relationships or meaningful absent relationships as

we have.

The much greater handicap under which we are analyzing the data

does not stem, therefore, from possible sampling bias than from the

numerical paucity of the data. Because of ever-vanishing cases, we

cannot introduce many controls which even cursory considerations would

require us to introduce were we dealing with a large sample. As a
._--

result, relationships that appear to be present or even strong might

turn out to be spurious if controls were introduced. And, on the other

hand, relationships that appear to be weak or absent might, in fact, be

strong or present if proper controls were introduced. We see no way

out of the dilemma so created by the paucity of the data. In general,

therefore, we must fall back, more often than not, on the plausibility
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criterion or, occasionally, on such theoretical but well-grounded

knowledge that seems applicable under the circumstances.

Because of the paucity of the data, also, we are less concerned

with the strength of observed relationships than with the direction

of the signs of the coefficients. As we are dealing mostly with

nominal or weakly ordered ordinal variables, refined measurement is

not only impossible but probably counter-productive. The association

of variables and the direction of the signs is therefore

for our purposes than is the strength of a relationship.

use the gamms coefficient of correlation less to

strength of an association between variables but

device to summarize the observed relationships.

things here: first, whenever a table includes a

measure

more as

Suffice

more important

We therefore

the actual

a convenient

it to say two

cell with no cases, we

substitute phi (for 2x2 tables) or Cramer's V (for more complex tables)

in order to avoid +l or -1 coefficients; and second, we are aware that

gamma is inappropriate when ordinality is in doubt or a relationship is

curvilinear. However, in the 2x3 tables, of which many occur, a gamma of

zero or near-zero is usually indicative

category index is ordinal and can serve

We use

ficance but

differences

.
Chi square not as a measure_.-

rather as a tool that gives

of curvilinearity if the three-

as a meaningful measure.

of sample distribution and signi-

us a stable measure of percentage

between comparison groups so that we will not interpret the

associations indexed by gamma whimsically. Because of the small numbers

involved, we are relaxing the conventional p = .05 or less criterion and

adopt p = .lO as the standard to indicate, on first inspection, that an

association between variables has attained a Chi square value of some
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4.30 Political Climate 

The better educated and the well-to-do perceive less consensus 

in their primary zone for two reasons: First, they are more likely 

to possess the cognitive ability and the political interest necessary 

to perceive differences between themselves and their friends. Second, 

because they are of higher status they are more likely, all else being 

equal, to engage in political persuasion and therefore more likely to 

encounter opposing views. Age is related in a curvilinear fashion to 

the perception of consensus; the youngest group (19 to 35) and the 

oldest (over 60) are more likely to perceive consensus than the middle 

aged. This pattern is probably due to the lesser salience of politics 

among the young and the lower education of those over 60. Once again 

the unmarried differ from the married, this time they are more likely 

to see the political climate of their personal relations as consensual. 

When combined with other differences already noted this points to a 

fundamental difference in the social lives of the unmarried when compared 

to the married. Lacking the intimate dyad of marriage, the unmarried 

must seek friendship and affection in their interpersonal contacts, 

leading to greater intimacy, consociation, the neglect of politics as 

a subject of and greater perception of consensus when 
.--

politics is discussed. Married people experience none of these 

straints, since intimate relations with contacts outside of the family 

are not as crucial to them. 

4.31 Cognitive Capability 

An individual's ability to perceive the partisan identification 

of his/her contacts depends on his cognitive ability, interest in 
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politics, and on the extent to which he/she discusses politics with 

them. Thus, we expected the well-to-do and the better educated to per­

ceive more clearly the partisan identification of their contacts. The 

data confirm our expectations; the well-to-do and the better educated 

perceive more of their contacts' partisan identifications. Once again 

men and the married are more politicized than women or the unmarried. 

A life cycle effect similar to that noted in the discussion of political 

climate manifests itself here: the young, those 19 to 35, and the old, 

those over 60, are less likely to perceive the party identification of 

their contacts than the middle-aged. 

4.32 Political Milieu 

The partisan milieu of the primary zone is related to education 

and income--the primary.zones of those with no college or at most a 

middling income are more homogeneous, probably because these character­

istics are related to cognitive ability, in the case of education, and 

other forms of interpersonal activities, such as the discussion of poli­

tics, which are likely to lead to the perception of differences among 

contacts. Homogeneous milieus are more likely for women and for un­

married persons because these groups generally tend to perceive less 

political conflict ~~~~h~ir interpersonal relationships. Finally, age 

appears to be related to the political milieu in two ways. First, 

those over 50 are more likely to live in homogenous zones than those 

under 50 and, secondly, thos.e under 35 are more likely to receive a 

variety of partisan cues from their environment--25% of them are 

located in mixed zones compared to under 15% for the rest •. 

4.33 Primary Zone Political Composition 

Primary zones can be classified according to their partisan 
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direction--Republican, Independent, Democratic, or Mixed--as well as 

by their degree of homogeneity. Since sunnnary statistics are not 

very enlightening for this variable, Tables 4.2 to 4.7 present the more 

im~ortant relationships in depth. The most interesting relationships 

are those involving education and income. Those with higher education 

and high income are predisposed to Republicanism, yet they are not 

noticeably more likely to be in contact with Republicans. Although 

respondents with some college are less likely to be in contact with 

Democrats--under 40% report their contacts as mainly Democratic com-

pared to 63% of those with no high school diploma--they are not signi-

ficantly more like·ly to be in touch with Republicans--one fifth of 

them report mainly Republican friends, but as many high school graduates 

report such primary zones and close to 11% of those with no high school 

'. diploma also report such contacts. The picture for income is even more 

confused; high income people are more likely to live among Democrats 

but they are also more likely to live among Republicans than low income 

people, although those with middle incomes are most likely to live among 

Republicans. The consequences of this "breakage effect" for the political 

system clearly merit further exploration. The partisan imbalance of the 

South is reflected in the.higher percentage of Democratic primary zones 
. -·- ... 

among Southerners. Finally, the 19-35 year olds are more likely to 

report Independent primary zones--31% of them report such zones compared 

to slightly over 10% for their elders--indicating that their lesser 

partisanship is a social experience reinforced by personal interaction 

and not simply a personal attribute. 
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4.34 Primary Zone Partisanship 

If the Democratic and Republican primary zones are combined into 

a "partisan" category, we can view the composition of primary zones 

in yet another way. The young emerge as less partisan and more inde­

pendent, a finding noted previously. Income and education work in 

exactly opposite directions. Education leads to less partisanship in 

the primary zone while high income leads to more partisanship. Men 

and the married differ from women and the unmarried in the way one 

can expect--they are involved in more partisan contexts. Finally, the 

primary zones of Southerners are more partisan than those of Northerners. 

This may be a result of the gradual emergence of a two party system in 

the South and the recent decline in party organizations in the North • 

. _ .. _ 
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Table 4.11. Political Composition of Primary Zone by Education

Composition
of Zone

SOIW High School
College Graduate
N=61 N=39

No High School
Diploma
N=19

Hybrid

Independent

Democratic

Republican

16% 20% 16%

23 13 10

39 46 63

21 21 11

100% 100% 100%

Table 4.12. Political Composition of Primary Zone by Income

Composition
of Zone

Medium
N=37

Low
N=33

. .
Hybrid 20% 8% 24%

Independent

Democratic

Republican

10 24 21

53 41 42

17 27 12

100% 100% 100%

Table 4.13. Political Composition of Primary Zone by Region

. ISL .-

Composition
of Zone

South
N=40

Non-South
N=79

H y b r i d

Independent

Democratic

Republican.

23% 15%

8 23

55 41

15 21

100% 100%
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Table 4.14. Political Comeosition of Primary Zone by Age 

Composition Under 35 35 to 49 50 to 59 Over 60 
of Zone N=35 N=27 N=25 N=32 

Hybrid 26% 15% 12% 16% 

Independent 34 11 16 6 

Democratic 31 56 48 50 

Republican 9 19 24 28 

- 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Table 4.15. Political Composition of Primary Zone by Sex 

Composition Male Female 
of Zone N=62 N=55 

Hybrid 17% 18% 

Independent 16 20 

Democratic 52 38 

Republican 16 24 

100% 100% 

Table 4.16. Political Composition of Primary Zone by Marital Status 

Composition-- -·· 
Married Unmarried 

of Zone N=92 N=27 

Hybrid 16% 22% 

Independent 16 22 

Democratic 47 41 

Republican ·21 15 

100% 100% 
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Part 5. Validation through Dependent Variable Analysis 

5.1 The Primary Zone as Context for Political 
Conversation and Political Behavior 

Along with the broad ecological environments of city, state, and 

nation, the communal and interpersonal contexts enfolding the indivi-

dual constrain his spheres of political and social action. The work-

place, the quality of the neighborhood, personal commitment to the 

neighbo~hood, and the frequency and intimacy of personal relations 

influence the perspectives and abilities men and women bring to the 

political world. 

Precisely because these influences are so pervasive, it is ex-

tremely difficult to separate out patterns of political behavior which 

can be'specifically attributed to, say, the individual's personal 

cotmnitment to the neighborhood. At any rate, such an attempt is beyond 

the scope of this report, although we hope to explore some of these re-

lations in our paper to be prepared for the Pilot Study panel to be 

held in connection with the 1979 annual meeting of the American Political 

Science Association. At this time all we shall do is examine the 

effects of political conv~rsation in the primary zone; a variable which 

along the extended tAusal path linking social life and politics lies 

close to the latter while it is also part of the social life of the 

individual. 

We shall focus on four traditional areas of political research: 

political participation--specifically turnout in the 1976 and 1978 

general elections; partisan choice--in 1976 and 1978; interest in poli-

tics and attention to political media; and partisan identification--as 
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measured by the standard CPS seven point scale. Some of these depend-

ent variables are themselves related, for instance partisan identifica-

tion and partisan choice, and we shall endeavor to be sensitive to 

this in our analysis. However, given the small sample and our modest 

goals we shall be satisfied with simple tables rather than complex 

multivariate analysis. 

Because of its close ties to education, that most powerful deter-

: j minant of political behavior, the question to ask of political con-

versation is not whether it relates to political behavior, but whether 

it retains its power after controlling for education. All the tables 

which follow control for education, although we only distinguish bet-

~een two comparison groupings--those with some college and those with 

a high school diploma o: less. 

Political Participation and the Conversational Context. Regard-

less of education, political conversation in the primary zone stimu-

lates turnout in both Congressional and Presidential elections. As 

Tables 5.10 and 5.11 show, within educational groups, the respondents 

in primary zones where politics is discussed are more likely to vote 

than respondents who are not in such zones. However, the conversa-

tional context variable does not eliminate the effects of education • 

. -- -·· 
The highly educated individual in a non-conversational zone is still 

more likely to vote than a respondent who never went to college but 

discusses politics with his neighbors. The conversational context 

remains powerful after education is controlled for. 

TABLES 5.10 AND 5.11 HERE 

( 
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Partisan Choice and the Conversational Context. The simple rela­

tionship of political conversation in the primary zone to partisan 

choice is not strong; for instance, 51% of those in conversational 

zones report voting for Ford in 1976 compared to 48% of respondents 

in zones where politics is not discussed. However, once we control 

for education, political conversation emerges as an important factor 

in partisan choice, as Tables 5.12 and 5.13 make clear 

Traditionally, the Republican party has represented the better 

educated, better off, middle class while the Democratic party repre­

sented the less educated, less well off, working class. This differ-

ence ought to be reflected in the voting .behavior of individuals; 

people with some college education should be more likely to vote 

Republican-than people who never attended college. The conversa-

tional context substantially affects this prediction. Reading across 

the rows of Tables 5.12 and 5.13, a striking difference emerges bet-

ween educational groups when respondents are in the conversational 

primary zones: respondents who did not attend college are markedly 

more likely to vote Democratic than their better educated counterparts. 

When politics is not discussed in the primary zone respondents of 

differing education are equally likely to vote Democratic • 
. -- -·-

TABLES 5.12 AND 5.13 HERE 

When we examine differences within educational groups the effects 

of political conversation are again clear. Examining those who went 

to college first, we see that those who do not talk politics with their 
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contacts are more likely to vote for the Democratic congressional 

candidates in 1978 and for Jimmy Carter in 1976. The pattern for 

those who did not go to college is reversed; those who are in the 

conversational zones are more likely to vote Democratic. 

The conversational context of the primary zone either reinforces 

the partisan predispositions of individuals resulting from their 

socio-economic status or it is one of the crucial factors creating 

such a partisan predisposition in the first place. Clearly future 

research should investigate in greater detail the dynamics of this 

phenomenon. 

Interest in Politics, Attention to Media and the Conversational 

Context. As Tables 5.14 thru 5.16 show, the discussion of politics 

in the primary zone is correlated with a wider interest in government 

and the politically relevant components of the media. Although differ-

ences between educational groups remain, within educational groups 

respondents who discuss politics are more likely to give responses 

indicating a high level of involvement and interest in political 

affairs. The unusually high amount of attention paid to newspaper news 

by respondents who did not attend college and report no political con-

versation in their primary zones is anomalous. It is a deviant outcome 
. _ ... _ ·-

in.an otherwise consistent pattern of results for these variables. 

The general discussion of politics in the primary zone is related 

by respondents to more specific discussions about politics. Regard-

less of education, respondents who are in conversational zones are 

substantially more likely to talk about national problems and possible 

( 
presidential candidates than are those who do not talk politics with 
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their contacts. (The gammas range from .47 to .84) 

TABLES 5.14 - 5.16 HERE 

Partisan Identification and the Conversational Context. The 

discussion of politics in the primary zone leads one to chose poli-

tical sides--Democratic or Republican--and to move away from Inde-

pendence. At least that is what Table 5.17 implies. Of course, an 

alternative explanation is possible; partisanship may lead to con-

versation in the primary zone. At this time it is not possible to 

choose between the two explanations because the data are too thin 

and contain no dynamic element. 

TABLE 5.17 HERE 

The conversational context affects the direction of partisanship 

for those who did not attend college. In this group respondents in 

conversational primary zones are twice as likely to be Democrats and 

half as likely to be Republicans as respondents whose primary zone 

.. . 1 
conversations are not political. The pattern among the college edu-

. _ .. _ ... 

cated is not as clear-cut. Among college-educated talkers the propor-

tion of Democrats exactly equals the proportion of Republicans, and a 

similar pattern appears among non-talkers. The major effect of political 

1. The predominance of Republican sentiments among respondents with 
less education and primary zones where politics is not discussed is · 
surprising since lower education should predispose them to identify with 
the Democratic party. It may be that they come from rural areas but, 
lacking a suitable measure, this cannot be demonstrated. 
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conversation in the primary zone among the fairly well educated is 

to reduce the number of Independents. 

As Table 5.18 shows, the disproportionate partisanship of people 

in the conversational primary zones is not a result of the partisan 

composition of those primary zones because respondents in the conver-

sational zones are more likely to report that their primary zones are 

Hybrid or Independent. Nor can differences in the partisan direction 

of conversationalists and non-conversationalists be easily inferred 

from the partisan composition of their primary zones. Among the 

college educated, conversationalists are less likely to report Demo-

cratic primary zones than are their non-conversational counterparts; 

but they are no less Democratic in their own partisan orientations. 

Although, among the less educated, conversationalists report a higher 

percentage of Democratic zones and a lower percentage of Republican 

zones than their non-conversational counterparts, as expected, the 

TABLE 5.18 HERE 

cell percentages are so unstable and the size of the marginal distri-

butions so small that any ··inference is extremely hazardous. At this 
. _ ... _ --

point it is only possible to say that the effects of political con-

versation in primary zones on personal partisanship is not clearly 

attributable to influences deriving from the partisan composition of 

the primary zone. 

The findings suggest the importance of exploring, in a larger 

( 
data set, the relationships between partisan identification, partisan 

( 
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choice, and relevant political characteristics of the primary zone. 

It may well be that the effects of political conversation in the 

primary zone on partisan choices disappear once we control for parti­

san identification. We should note, however, that this merely re­

quires an explanation of the relationship between political conversa­

tion and partisan identification. When added to the findings present­

ed in Part 3: 3.61, the findings of this section suggest that partisan 

identification is related to the political composition of the inter­

personal context. 

Implications and Conclusions. Political conversation in the primary 

zone is related to several crucial aspects of political behavior and be­

lief. But unlike the distribution of news through the institutionalized 

media, its ·content is not the same for all individuals and systematic­

ally varies with education. If we make the reasonable inference that 

primary zones where politics is discussed are more likely to be areas 

of personal influence and opinion formation, than the conversational 

context is conducive to the existence of such diverse political be­

haviors as class voting, the reassertion of partisanship during campaigns, 

the effects of media on mass attitudes, and the long term stability of 

the party system. The importance of political conversation in the 

primary zone is not limited to specific, narrowly defined political 

acts; nor can it be classed simply as another variable deriving its 

power from its relation to social class. Rather, it is an independent 

factor affecting people and their relationship to politics. 

Furthermore, political conversation is not simply an isolated 

aspect of the communal and interpersonal contexts of the individual. 
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As we have shown, it is related to such diverse aspects of daily life 

as the quality of the neighborhood, personal commitment to the neigh­

borhood, and the intimacy of personal relations. These variables 

condition the likelihood of political conversation occuring and its 

probable effect when it does take place. Thus, it is political con­

versation as part of the broader and interrelated contexts of neigh­

borhood and interpersonal relations which is important, not simply 

political conversation as an isolated attribute of the individual • 

. _ .. _ 
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Table 5.10. Voter Turnout in 1978 and the Conversational Context 

Education: Voters Only 

Conversational 
Context of Primary Zone Some College High School or Less 

Politics talked 90% 65% 
(N=51) (N=40) 

Politics not talked 69% 48% 
(N=26) (N=54) 

Table 5.11. Voter Turnout in 1976 and the Conversation Context 

Conversational 
Context of Primary Zone 

Politics talked 

Politics not talked 

Education: Voters Only 

Some College 

98% 
(N=50) 

85% 
(N=26) 

High School or Less 

80% 
(N=39). 

61% 
(N=51) 

Table 5.12. Partisan Choice in 1978 and the Conversational Context 

Education and Democratic Vote 

Conversational 
Context of Primary Zone Some College High School or Less Difference 

Politics talked 38% 76% -38% 
(N=40) (N=21) 

Politics not talked 59% 61% - 3% 
(N=l7) (N=21) 



( 

-152-

Table 5.13. Partisan Choice in 1976 and the Conversational Context 

Conversational 
Context of Primary Zone 

Politics talked 

Politics not talked 

Education and Democratic Vote 

Some College 

40% 
(N=47) 

52% 
(N=21) 

High School or Less 

64% 
(N=28) 

. 52% 
(N=29) 

Difference 

-24% 

0% 

* Table 5.14. Political Interest and the Conversational Context 

Conversational 
Context of Primary Zone 

Politics talked 

Politics not talked 

Some College 

73% 
(N=51) 

58% 
(N=26) 

High School or Less 

42% 
(N=41) 

32% 
(N=53) 

* The question on which this table is built is: "Some people seem to 
followwhat's going on in government and public affairs most of the time, 
whether there's an election going on or not. Others aren't that interest­
ed. Would you say that you follow what's going on in government and public 
affairs most of the time, some of the time, only now and then, or hardly at 
all?" Cell entries are the percentage in each cell who "follow" govern­
ment "most of the time." 
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Table 5.15. * Attention to TV News and the Conversational Context 

Conversational 
Context of Primary Zone Some College High School or Less 

Politics talked 73% 48% 
(N=48) (N=40) 

Politics not talked 64% 37% 
(N=25) (N=54) 

* The question on which this table is built is: "When you watch the news 
on TV, do you pay a great deal of attention to national news and what the 
government does, do you pay some attention, or don't you pay much atten­
tion to national news?" Cell entries are the percentage in each cell who 
"pay a great deal of attention" to TV news. 

* Tabre 5.16. Attention to Newspaper News and the Conversational Context 

Conversational 
Context of Primary Zone 

Politics talked 

Politics not talked 

Some College 

48% 
(N=42) 

32% 
(N=23) 

High School or Less 

32% 
(N=22) 

43% 
(N=28) 

* The question on which this table is built is: "In general, when you 
read the newspapers; -do you pay a great deal of attention to national 
news and what the government does, do you pay some attention, or don't 
you pay much attention to national news?" Cell entries are the percent­
age in each cell who "pay a great deal of attention" to newspaper news. 
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Table 5.17. Partisan Identification and the Conversational Context 

Some College High School or Less 

Party 
* 

Politics Politics Not Politics Politics Not 
Identification Talked in PZ Talked in PZ Talked in PZ Talked in PZ 

N=51 N=26 N=41 N=53 

Democratic 45% 38% 66% 30% 

Independent 10 27 12 .26 

Republican 45 35 22 44 

100% 100% 100% 100% 

* The three-fold party identification measure is created by combining 
"strong" partisans, "weak" partisans, and "leaners." Independents are only 
the respondents who indicated no partisan inclinations at all. 

Table 5.18. Partisan Composition of Primary Zone and the 
Conversational Context 

Some College High School 

Partisan Compo-
sition of Primary Politics Politics Not Politics 
Zone Talked in PZ Talked in PZ Talked in PZ 

N=48 N=l3 N=38 

Hybrid 21% 0% 21% 

Independent 23 23 16 

Democratic 35 54 55 

Republican 21 23 8 

100% 100% 100% 

or Less 

Politics Not 
Talked in PZ 

N=20 

15% 

5 

45 

35 

100% 
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Appendix A. The "Neighborhood Quality" Variable: What People 
Mean by "Good" and "Not so Good" Neighborhoods 

On several occasions in the text we speculated about the meaning 

of "neighborhood quality" which may mean one thing to political 

scientists and another to the people living in a neighborhood. Be-

cause of press of time, we used only the closed item (Q. F2, VAR 48) 

which offered respondents merely the choice of "good" or "not so 

good" to describe the quality of their neighborhood (see Part 2: 

2.11), rather than also building a more substantive index for the 

variable from the open-ended question which followed: "What makes 

you say this?" (Q. F2a. VAR 49, 50, 51). We are therefore present-

ing here the marginal distribution of the responses by respondents 

who categorized their neighborhood as "good" and "not so good" (in-

eluding in the latter a handful who were coded "depends"). In doing 

so, we are reporting first the distributions in the broad code cate-

gories used by the Center for Political Studies, and then single out. 

the seven categories which included at least 5% or more of all res-

ponses (for the latter purpose we are combining "good" and "bad" res-

ponses because the latter are so small and, moreover, simply the 

negative reciprocals_~! the former). We shall then regroup all res-

ponses into more manageable and politically salient categories. 

There were 200 respondents who gave 410 positive or neutral 

answers and 31 respondents who gave 66 negative answers. Although 

. respondents were invited to give three answers, the average for both 

groups was two (2.05 and 2.13, respectively). For the purpose of 

tabulation, we are using the response totals and not the respondents 
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in percentaging. Table Al gives the data. 

Table Al. Distribution of Responses in Broad CPS Code Categories 
Concerning Neighborhood Quality 

Broad CPS Code Categories 

Physical qualities of 
neighborhood 

Demographic characteristics 
of neighborhood 

Subjective judgments of 
neighbors 

Quality of life judgments 

General 

Neignborhood Quality 

Good 
N=410 

21% 

11 

41 

22 

5 

100% 

Not so Good 
N=66 

21% 

29 

18 

29 

3 

100% 

What stands out in Table Al is that by far the largest proportion 

of responses for e definition of the neighborhood as "good" refers to 

"subjective judgments of neighbors," but the negative aspects of this 

judgment are not characteristic of the "not so good" comparison group 

(41% vs. 18%). On the. other hand, "demographic characteristics of 

neighborhood" appear more frequently in the "not so good" than in the 

"good" (29% vs. 11%). Looking at Table A2, we note that the seven 

detailed judgment categories with 5% or more responses account for 

about 55% of all responses, and some 29% of all responses deal with 

qualities of neighbors, followed by 16% quality of life judgment res-

ponses and 10% responses dealing with the physical quality of the 



( 

\ 

-157-

neighborhood. 

Table A2. Distribution of Responses in Detailed CPS Code Categories 
in Which Responses Concerning Neighborhood Quality 

were Five Percent or More 

Most Frequent Detailed Categories 

Neighbors friendly, congenial, 
understanding, etc., or opposites 

Free from crime, vandalism, safe, 
trust neighbors, etc., or 
opposites 

Generally neighbors are good, nice 
people, respectable, etc., or 
opposites 

People mind own business, privacy, 
etc., or opposites 

It's quiet, peaceful, etc., or 
opposites 

Pretty area, generally attractive, 
parks, etc., or opposites 

Close to hospital, schools, shops, 
good location, etc., or 
opposites 

All others 

Distribution 1 Broad Category 
N=476 

Subjective judgment 
13.0% of neighbors 

10.2 

9.4 

Quality of lite 
judgment 

Subjective judgment 
of neighbors 

Subjective judgment 
6.3 of neighbors 

Quality of life judg-
5. 6 ment 

Physical quality of 
5.2 neighborhood 

5.0 

54.7% 

45.3 

Physical quality of 
neighborhood 

It is quite clear that when people think of their neighborhood, they 

think first of their neighbors and secondly of the quality of life they 

find there. One wonders what the responses might have been if respond-

ents were asked about their "community" or "city?" Whatever the impli-
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cations of these response patterns, as political scientists we would 

want to use somewhat different, if also broad, categories. We there-

fore recombined the detailed response categories (which also seemed 

feasible because some of the CPS detailed categories strike us as re-

dundant). Table A3 presents the distribution for these recoded cate-

gories (we are again combining the "good" and "not so good" groups 

because we are more interested here in the criteria which respondents 

use rather than in the evaluative direction of the responses--which 

is so overwhelmingly on the positive side anyway; the base for per-

centaging is the 431 responses used in the recombination). 

Table A3. Distribution of Responses Concerning Quality of Neigh­
borhood, Recoded Categories 

Recoded Combinations of Responses 

Statements concerning types of 
neighbors 

Statements concerning physical 
characteristics of neighborhood 

Statements concerning privacy and 
peacefulness 

Statements concerning crime and 
physical safety 

Statements concerning location 
of neighborhood 

Statements concerning population 
sub-groups (ethnics, children) 

Statements concerning public amen­
ities 

Statements concerning public 
services 

Distribution 
N=431 

41.7% 

16.0 

14.2 

12.8 

6.3 

3.9 

3.2 

1.9 

100.0% 
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The recombination does not drastically change the profile of 

criteria but simply accentuates some of the values people seem to 

cherish. Neighbors again stand out, followed by statements concern­

ing safety and privacy (together some 27% of the responses). But 

what we wish to emphasize is the very low response rate concerning 

public amenities and services (together only slightly more than 5% 

of all recoded responses). The neighborhood is clearly not perceived 

as an area of governmental facilitation or intervention--as a signi­

ficant political unit (unless one assumes that safety and privacy are 

provided by a governmental authority--the police). Politics is prob­

ably seen as conflictual and divisive for neighborliness, but, inter­

estingly, it is not mentioned--as if mentioning it, whether positively 

or ~gatively, might it~elf be the beginning of trouble. The neighbor­

hood is essentially seen as a private place, an extension of the home . 

This is not to say that the neighborhood is not a political en­

vironment. In fact it is so precisely because overt politics is 

eschewed in favor of the covert and latent; as overt political expres­

sion and conduct are suppressed, covert and latent opinions, percep­

tions and attitudes concerning politics can have all the more impact on 

political behavior, making for conformity and often intolerance of the 

"stranger." These are among the reasons why neighborhoods tend to 

maintain themselves and change only very slowly, why they are protective 

against inroads from the environment but also can become ghettos or 

slumsw But these are hardly issues to be pursued in this connection. 
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Appendix B. Comparison of the Correlation Coefficients for the Associa­
tions of "Working" (in Neighborhood or Elsewhere), and Communal 
Context, Life Space, Social Contact, Political Primary Zone and 
Demographic Variables, for Sample which Includes Housewives as 

"Working in Neighborhood" and Sample Omitting Them 

It will be recalled that, in computing the measurement of "Work-

ing" (in neighborhood or elsewhere), we included 28 housewives as 

"workers" in the sample in order to retain as many cases as possible for 

analysis (see Part 2: 2.20). As we stated the justification for doing 

so, "a separate check on the variable with these cases omitted indicated 

that there is no significant difference between the two measures and 

that the direction and strength of the associations for "working in the 

neighborhood or elsewhere" remain about the same." In order to permit 

the reader to make his own judgment in the matter, we present, in 

Table Bl, the respective gamma correlation coefficients as well as the 

value of the differences between the two measurements. 

Table Bl shows, that for the measurements involving the Communal 

Context, Life Space, Social Contact and Political Primary Zone variables, 

the differences range from +28, for the Party Knowledge relationship 

with Working, thus "favoring" the sample without housewives, to -13, in 

the Consociation relationship with Working, thus "favoring" the sample 

with the 28 housewives included. But this range does not tell the 

story: of the 22 coefficients, four other comparisons yielded differ-

ences above 10 points, while 16 were below this level, the average 

difference being 7.7. And, more important, in no comparison was there 

a change in the direction of the coefficient signs. 

By way of contrast, the correlation coefficients differed con-
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Table Bl. Comparison of Correlation Coefficients for Sample that 
Includes and Sample that Omits Housewives from Analysis 

Samples 

-----------------------
Housewives Housewives Value of 

Analytic Variables Omitted Included Difference 

Years in neighborhood .17 .13 + 4 

Neighborhood quality .24 .22 + 2 

Population stability .11 .oo +11 

Personal mobility -.13 -.07 + 6 

Party knowledge .41 .13 +28 

Party existence -.19 -.24 - 5 

Shopping .40 .23 +17 

Church-going .33 .31 + 2 

Life space activities • 82 .84 - 2 

Shop commute -.28 -.25 + 3 

Church commute • 32 .36 - 4 

Median connnute .60 .46 +14 

Social contact .15 .13 + 2 

Contact years .44 .35 + 9 

* Contact number .20 .17 + 3 

Intimacy .35 .29 + 6 

Consociation • 04 .17 -13 

Political conversation .00 .06 - 6 

Political climate -.07 -.03 + 4 

Primary zone partisanship -.16 -.16 0 

Political milieu • 24 .31 - 7 

Cognitive capability .18 .05 +13 

Sex (male vs. female) -.28 -.60 -32 

Region (South vs. rest) .29 .13 +16 

Status (married vs. unmarried) -.16 -.07 + 9 

Education (high to low) -.28 -.43 -15 

Income (high to low) -.22 -.36 -14 

Age (young to old) -.23 -.33 -10 

* Cramer's V. 
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siderably more for the relationships between the variable "Working" 

and the demographic characteristics of the two samples, ranging from 

+16 to -32 (the latter a function, of course, of the operational 

definition of housewife as one who "works" in the neighborhood). 

The average point difference in this connection is 16. But these 

not unexpected differences--one should expect the "housewives 

omitted" sample to be "biased" toward males working elsewhere just 

as toward the unmarried, better educated, more well-to-do and younger 

persons--make the on the average lower coefficients for the neighbor­

hood and primary zone variables all the more trustworthy . 

. __ ..... 
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Appendix C. Choice of Cutting Points in Constructing the Measures 
of Intimacy and Consociation: The Consequence of Contextual 

Composition for Measurement 

In the course of using the Intimacy and Consociation measures in 

the analysis, we developed a sense of discomfort to the effect that 

these group-level measures might be unduly distorting the "true" re-

lationships between the original two variables at the individual level. 

This discomfort heightened when, for the purposes of analysis, we 

collapsed the initially trichotomized grouped measures into dichotomies. 

For instance, while our grouped measure of Intimacy placed only 15% of 

the respondents into a primary zone called "close" {all nominees con-

sidered "close" friends by R), the marginal percentage at the indivi-

dual level for the 460 persons whose names had been given and who had 

been designated as "close friends" was 32% (see Part 2: 2.33). Simi-

larly, the group-level measure of Consociation located 19% of the res-

pendents in a primary zone in which the respondent was getting together 

with all his social contacts more than once a week; yet, at the indi-

vidual level, of the 437 names given 39% had been described as being 

in frequent contact with the respondent (see Part 2: 3.34). 

Our original cutting points had been based on the marginal totals 

and seemed to make sense, though we also noted that, in terms of 

salience, respondents seemed to evaluate their first-named social con-

tacts as being "closer" or more frequently in contact with them than 

the second-named neighbor, and the latter more than the third-named. In 

order to appraise the distributions obtained for the group-level mea-

surements, we are presenting, in Table Cl, the original cross-
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tabulations for the individual persons named, with a focus only on 

the "high" categories of the two variables (VAR 65, 69, 73 for 

Intimacy and VAR 66, 70 and 74 for Consociation). 

Table Cl. Cross-tabulations of Individual-Level Data for Vari­
ables Out of Which the Measures of Intimacy and Con­

sociation were Constructed 

Person Named Considered 
-----------------------

Consociation with Name Ill Close Not Close 

Frequent 27% 20% 

Not frequent 13% 40% N = 

Consociation with Name 112 

Frequent 22% 18% 

Not frequent 10% 50% N 

Consociation with Name 113 

Frequent 15% 13% 

159 

151 

Not frequent 7% 65% N 124 

We observe, first, that as we move from Name Ill to Name 113, the 

percentage of persons named as close and frequent contacts systematic-

ally decreases (from 27% to 22% to 15%), as the original marginals for 

each separate variable had already suggested; and we note that the 

percentage of those with neighbors who are considered not close and in-

frequent social contacts correspondingly increases (from 40% to 50% to 

65%). But, more important, we can now compare these individual-level 
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cross-tabulated as well as the aggregated distributions with the 

distributions for the group-level relationship between the two vari-

ables. Table C2 presents the data. 

Table C2. Comparison of the Relationship between Intimacy and 
Consociation (Frequency of Contact) at Individual 

Level, Aggregate Level and Grouped Level 

Name /fl Name 112 Name fl3 All Names GrouEed 
Contact is N=l59 N=l51 N=l24 N=434 N=l61 

Close & frequent 27% 22% 15% 22% 11% 

Close & infrequent/ 
Not close & frequent 33 28 20 28 50 

Not close & inf re-
quent 40 50 65 50 39 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Table C2 suggests that at the grouped level the relationship bet-

ween Intimacy and Consociation is deflated in the two "extreme" cate-

gories and inflated in the middle category. This is evident when we 

compare the group-level result with the individual distributions for 

each person named as well as for the individual-level aggregate distri-
. -.... 

bution. What we are observing here is, of course, the familiar pheno-

menon sometimes called the "contextual fallacy:" it means that even 

at the same level of analysis (as represented here by the grouped 

Intimacy and Consociation measures) the contextual quality of the 

variables may considerably alter the strength of statistical, not to 

say causal, relationships. There is really nothing we can do about 
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this other than to be aware of what is going on in the data when we 

construct group-level measures of a compositional kind-measures des­

criptive of, say, what we call the "primary zone" as against indivi­

dual-level measures that are handled either distributively or aggre­

gatively. 
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Appendix D. The Day Dwellers and the Night Dwellers: A Comparison 

On several occasions throughout the text, we referred to what we 

called the "day dwellers" and the "night-dwellers," those whose "life 

space" seems to be defined by the neighborhood in that they do all 

three of their "life space activities"--shopping, working and church­

going--in the neighborhood, and those whose life space is defined by 

their doing all three outside the neighborhood (see, especially, 

Part 2:2.21). We are particularly interested in these persons be­

cause contextual analysis making use of aggregate demographic charac­

teristics of areas of residence, usually census tracts, assume that 

the area of residence is a meaningful context for understanding or 

explaining a person's political attitudes, perceptions and behavior. 

But if it should be that the area of residence is not where a person 

spends most of his waking hours--that he/she is at best a night­

dweller--the use of such aggregate statistics in defining the person's 

"social environment" may at least be partly misplaced. It may of 

course be the case that the "night-time environment" is relevant in 

such contextual analysis for the simple reason that areas of residence 

are often highly segregated--ranging from the "restricted" neighbor­

hoods of the rich to the slum neighborhoods of the poor (but also grant­

ing the existence of many "mixed" residential areas), so that aggregate 

areal data may yet be appropriate for the description of contexts. But 

unless there is a very high correlation between the aggregate character­

istics of an area and the demographic characteristics of the individuals 

who live in it, there is always the possibility of one's committing the 
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"ecological f allacy"--generalizing from areal characteristics to the 

characteristics of individual persons. 

Sorting out the day dwellers and the night-dwellers may there-

fore be useful in shedding light on this issue. Needless to say, the 

Pilot Study data are limited in this respect and can be used for the 

purpose only in a most tentative fashion, not only because of the 

"small-n problem" but also because the three life-space activities 

chosen for data collection in the interview instrument may not be the 

most salient ones for discriminating between day-dwellers and night 

dwellers. As we mentioned in the text on several occasions, we should 

have asked where the respondent spends most or all of his time in the 

pursuit of leisure, and there may be other indicators of a person's 

life space. We must do.with the data at hand. 

The small-n problem is a severe handicap. Of the 236 Wave II 

respondents, only 151 cases could be used for the life space analysis, 

even though we included housewives as "working in the neighborhood." 

The loss of usable cases is due to the following code categories: 

Respondent does not work 22 

Respondent DK/NA re work 6 
. _ ..... 

Respondent in some other 
"non-work" category (re-
tired, disabled, student) 19 

Respondent does not go to 
church 37 

Respondent DK re church 1 

Total missing cases 85 
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Of the 151 remaining cases, the distribution on the life space 

index is as follows: 
N= 

No activity in neighborhood 
(the night-dwellers) 30 20% 

One activity in neighborhood 43 28 

Two activities in neighbor-
hood 51 34 

Three activities in neighbor-
hood (the day-dwellers) 27 18 

Total 151 100% 

The following inspection of how the day dwellers and night dwellers 

are distributed on the analytic variables is, therefore, numerically 

highly impoverished. Nevertheless, as we shall see, many of the ob-

served relationships, eyen though they are statistically weak, make 

sense. This is particularly the case in connection with the "social 

contact" measures. Table Dl gives the data. 

Table Dl. Social Contacts of Day-Dwellers and Night-Dwellers 

Variable D-D N-D % Dif. Gannna Table N 

Social contact in 
neighborhood, yes 78% 73% + 5 .12 57 

Number of contacts, 
three 80% 77% + 3 .08 42 

Contact length, 
above median 58% 45% +13 .24 41 

Intimacy, close 
and partly close 84% 46% +38 .69 41 

Consociation, con-
tact with all/some 
frequent 68% 62% + 6 .14 40 
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Given the paucity of the data, it behooves us not to overinter-

pret them. On three of the variables the difference is minimal, but 

in the "right" direction. Day-dwellers' social contacts are of 

somewhat longer duration than those of night-dwellers. Intimacy is 

the variable that most discriminates between the two groups, and it 

is of political interest perhaps more than the other variables. As 

we know that intimacy is not conducive to political discussion (be-

cause of its potential for conflict), the relatively large difference 

in the distribution between day-dwellers and night-dwellers is sugges-

tive for the argument presented earlier: involvement in the neigh-

borhood where one resides is not necessarily conducive to contextu-

ally-defined political behavior. We can examine this hypothesis by 

looking at the distribution of day-dwellers and night-dwellers on the 

several "political primary zone" variables. Table D2 presents the data. 

Table D2. Political Primary Zone of Day-Dwellers and Night-DWellers 

Variable 

Political conversation 
with all 

Political climate is 
consensual (conver­
sationalists only) 

Cognitive capability, 
identify party of all 

Political milieu is 
homogeneous 

Composition of PZ is 
partisan 

Composition of PZ is 
hybrid 

D-D N-D 

70% 64% 

54% 71% 

58% 62% 

53% 44% 

59% 50% 

23% 37% 

% Dif. Gamma Table N 

+ 6 .14 42 

-17 -.31 27 

- 4 -.03 40 

+ 9 .21 33 

+ 9 .18 33 

-14 -.32 33 
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Limited as the data are, the outcomes of the comparisons in 

Table D2 are enormously interesting from the perspective of the hypo­

thesis. For the day-dwellers, there is more political conversation, 

and their political environment is more likely to be partisan and 

homogeneous, as aggregate-contextual analysts would be inclined to 

assume. But, and this is the significance of this analysis, this is 

not so for the night-dwellers. Most significant is that the night­

dwellers' primary zone is more likely to be consensual than the day­

dwellers', and this in spite the fact that the farmer's primary zone 

is more likely to be hybrid, that is, peopled by partisans of different 

party persuasions. And given this more politically "mixed" personal 

environment, the night-dwellers are more capable (however small the 

difrerence in this limited data set) of specifying the party identifi­

cation of the neighbors with whom they are in social contact. One 

can only assume that the night-dwellers, being absent from their homes 

a good deal of time, are exposed to political influences unrelated to 

the neighborhood's communal context. They are evidently more tolerant 

of having persons in their primary zone (which, of course, is in the 

neighborhood by virtue of the question that was asked) who are of a 

different party,identification than themselves; yet, this very toler­

ance makes it possible for them to reach more consensus when engaged in 

political conversation than do the day-dwellers. The day-dwellers, we 

noted, are more likely to be in intimate contact with each other, but 

when they do converse they are more likely to generate a dissensual 

political climate. Although we cannot do an adequate analysis here, 

which would require us to examine the relationships between the three 
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relevant variables--political climate, political conversation and 

intimacy--for both day-dwellers and night-dwellers, we would expect 

that intimacy would make for the suppression of political conversa­

tion and, as a result, for possibly covert dissensual environment. 

In the original two-variable relationship, 56% (of 25 respondents), 

all of whose social contacts were "close", reported that they had 

no political conversation in their primary zone. But we cannot pursue 

the relationship between political conversation and political climate 

because non-conversationalists were not asked the question which 

yielded the measure of political climate. Future research ought to 

obtain such a measure. 

We suggested that the night-dwellers would be less exposed to 

their neighborhood's connnunal context than the day-dwellers, an al­

most tautological expression, were it not for the fact that we do have 

some independent, if indirect, measures of exposure in the form of the 

communal context variables. Table D3 presents the data. 
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Table D3. Communal Context of Day-Dwellers and Night-Dwellers 

Variable D-D N-D % Dif. Gamma Table N 

Years in neighborhood 
above median (long) 52% 47% + 5 .10 57 

Neighborhood quality 
is good 88% 87% + 1 .08 56 

Population stability 
is high 76% 87% -11 -.34 55 

Personal mobility is 
low 74% 61% +13 .30 55 

Party knowledge, yes 70% 73% - 3 -.07 57 

Party organization is 
present 68% 59% + 9 .20 41 

Both day-dwellers and night-dwellers are agreed on the high quality 

of their neighborhood (but this variable, we noted repeatedly, allows 

for little variance because of skewness); and a few more night-dwellers 

claim to know something about party organization in their neighborhood 

(a claim of dubious merit). But day-dwellers have lived somewhat 

longer than night-dwellers in the neighborhood. Being so exposed for a 

longer period of time, they perceive more population movement into and 

from their neighborhood (having more opportunity for such observation) 

but are themselves less likely to move out of the neighborhood. More-

over, day-dwellers claiming knowledge are more likely to report the 

existence of party organization than do the night-dwellers. Over-all, 

it is clear that day-dwellers are more likely to be exposed to communal 

and, therefore, communal-context determined political effects than are 

the night-dwellers. 
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We complete this analysis by a quick glance at the demographic 

characteristics of the two groups. Table D4 gives the data. The 

Table D4. Demographic Characteristics of Day-Dwellers and Night-Dwellers 

Variable D-D N-D % Dif. Gamma Table 

Sex (male) 37% 60% -23 -.44 57 

Age (19-35) 30% 53% -23 -.41 57 

Status (married) 67% 70% - 3 -.08 57 

Education (some college) 33% 60% -27 -.37 57 

Income (high) 41% 28% +13 .21 50 

Region (South) 48% 43% + 5 .10 57 

night-dwellers--those presumably less exposed to communal-context 

influences--are men, the young and the best-educated, and to a much 

smaller extent the married. On the other hand, there is a tendency for 

night-dwellers also to include less well-to-do persons (which is a 

function, probably, of these people being the young and, as a result, 

better educated, though it may also include some lower-class persons 

of low income). The data on demographics eminently make sense. 

We shall leave· it·· at that. We are persuaded to believe that the 

distinction between day-dwellers and night-dwellers is an important one 

for contextual analysis, and we suggest that it warrants the collection 

of better data in the form of new and more relevant questions and the 

creation of more sophisticated measures. 

N 
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