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Professor Harold Gosnell in his pioneering work on ANegro politics@ in the 1930s found from his empirical research that Athe Democratic party as a national organization contained elements in 1932 which conscious Negro leaders could not very well defined,@ yet Ait is also equally true that blacks once again identified with the party.@[endnoteRef:1]  Gosnell telling observation had been preceded by others that went back to the founders of the Democratic party, Thomas Jefferson and James Madison.  Both men, who were the initial organizers of the forerunner of the Democratic party, the Jeffersonian Republican, were slave owners, believed in the inferiority of the slave and supported the slave=s exclaim as well as the Free Men and Women of Color from participation in the emerging democratic political process.[endnoteRef:2] [1: .	Quoted in Hanes Walton, Jr., Black Politics (Philadelphia: J. B. Lippincott, 1972), p. 115.]  [2: .	Hanes Walton, Jr. & Robert C. Smith, American Politics and the African American Quest for Universal Freedom (New York: Longman, 2000), pp. ] 

As the Democratic party evolved from the elite based Jeffersonian Republicans to the mass based Jacksonian-Democrats, President Andrew Jackson views were similar to those of Jefferson and Madison of President Jackson=s views it has been noted.
Like Thomas Jefferson, whose Republican philosophy he professed to follow, Jackson owned slaves much of his life, brought and sold them, believed they were innately inferior, freed none of them, although he expressed a hope on his death bed that how would meet them all in heaven@[endnoteRef:3] [3: .	Robert Remini, AThe Democratic Party in the Jacksonian Era,@ in Peter Kolver (ed.), Democrats and the American Idea (Washington, DC: Center for National policy, 1992), p. 43.] 


The author continues: Athe moral dimension of the slavery issue never occurred to Jackson or most other Democrats.  Nor did they think that the Whip or the abolitionists really cared about black people or their welfare.@[endnoteRef:4] [4: .	Ibid., p. 44.] 

Beyond this leadership cadre and its belief and values is the mass electorate.  Historian Lee Benson found in the state of New that ANew York Democrats in the 1830s were sufficient with anti-black positions to offer a negative reference point for anyone sympathetic to blacks and the most Negrophobic whites were Democrats.@[endnoteRef:5]  Jean Baker found in the Midwest that: ADemocrats, as the most vehement public opponents of racial change.. Were more likely to organize such affairs and to lead campaigns to exclude Ablacks from politics.@[endnoteRef:6]  In the South both prior to and after the Civil War, Southern whites embraced with equal fidelity slavery or segregation and the Democratic party.[endnoteRef:7] [5: .	Lee Benson, The Concept of Jacksonian Democracy: New York as a Test Case (New York: Atheneum, 1964), pp. 279, 315-20.]  [6: .	Jean Baker, Affairs of Party: The Political Culture of Northern Democrats in the Mid-Nineteenth Century (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1983), p. 248.]  [7: .	V. O. Key, Jr., Southern Politics (New York: Vantage Books, 1949) and J. Morgan Kousser, The Shaping of Southern Politics: Suffrage Restrictions and the Establishment of the One Party South: 1880-1910 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1974).] 

Moving from the leadership cadre and the mass electorate to the Democratic representatives in Congress, their are quite similar.  Glenn Lurden, using a roll-call analysis of Congressional legislation from 1838 to 1869 found that the Democratic party consistently voted against all pro-Negro legislation that was proposed in that body.  Looking at similar data Baker writes: AParty behavior in Congress confirmed... the...point, for Northern Democrats in Washington politicized racism they/their strict interpretation of the Constitution, adherence to states rights and pronounced prosouthernism.@[endnoteRef:8] [8: .	Baker, p. 249.Bringing the State Back-In (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1985), Chapter 1.] 

In a word, throughout the entire 19th and into the first half of the 20th century, the Democratic party was anti-democratic toward African American.  On the other hand, the Republican party beginning in the 1856 election and continuing through the 1960 election was basically democratic toward African American partisans.  But starting in 1964, its leadership cadre, partisans of the mass electorate, and the Newt Gingrich led Congress have taken anti-democratic stances toward African Americans.[endnoteRef:9] [9: .	Hanes Walton, Jr., African American Power and Politics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1997), Chapters 1 & 2.] 

Noting this recent anti-democratic stances of the Republican party, two earlier observers have written:
The American party system, in sum, was fundamentally transformed during the mid-1960's The progressive racial tradition in the Republican party gave way to racial conservatism, and the Democratic party firmly embraced racial liberalism.  These changes unleashed political forces that permanently reshaped the contours of American politics.[endnoteRef:10] [10: .	Edward Carmine & James Stimson, Issue Evolution: Race and the Transformation of American Politics (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1989), p. 58.] 


They state further: AIt is difficult to overestimate the significance of Barry Goldwater in this partisan transformation.  Goldwater showed how Republicans could develop a powerful appeal in the White South without becoming outright segregationists.@[endnoteRef:11]  And finally they conclude: Athe evidence is overwhelming that Goldwater=s racial conservatism worked...  Faced with a permanent Democratic majority based on New Deal domestic issues, Goldwater sought to introduce a new, unpredictable issue cleavage into American politics.@[endnoteRef:12]  The issue was anything but unpredictable and its consequences have been far reaching and enormously harmful to minority communities.  At the partisan level, party politics on race was polarized.  With the advent of Goldwater, parties were no longer tiptoeing around the issue, especially the Republicans. [11: .	Ibid.]  [12: .	Ibid., p. 188.] 

Adding to the anti-democratic stance of the Republicans as voiced by Carmine and Stimson are those of Historical Don T. Carter.  His comments are:
The reluctance of neoconservatives (Republicans) to claim  (George) Wallace--with his gamy aura of racism--is understandable.  But the fundamental differences between the public rhetoric of the Alabama governor and the new conservativism sometimes seem more a matter of style than substance.  In Barry Goldwater=s vote against the Civil Rights Bill of 1964, in Richard Nixon=s subtle manipulation of the busing issue, in Ronald Reagan=s genial demolition of affirmative action, in George Bush=s use of the Willie Horton ads, and in Newt Gingrich=s demonization of welfare mothers, the Wallace music played on.  The new rhetoric--carefully tested and marketed by political consultants--may lack Wallace=s visceral edge (and wit), but it reflects the same callous political exploitation of the raw wounds of racial division in our country.@[endnoteRef:13] [13: .	Can Carter, From George Wallace to Newt Gingrich: Race in the Conservative Counterrevolution: 1963-1994 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1996), p. xiv.] 


In the words of Paul Frymer, AInstead of openly expressing opposition to blacks, (Republican) whites express opposition to policies designed specifically to benefit blacks, such as affirmative action and busing.@
Collectively these comments reflections findings on both the Democratic and Republican parties give rise to one central and correlated question: Are American political parties democratic organizations?  And are they instruments for a Democratic Society?  These are the connected questions which this chapter seeks to explore in a theoretical and empirical manner.
Parties & Democratic Theory
Party scholars, despite the existence of a democratic culture and the significance influence had impact of race upon the political process and the institutions of governance, have used their research to advise some rather strange advice to party leaders and activists.  F. E. Schattschneider, synthesized in his 1942 and 1945 textbooks, the evolving conventional wisdom about race and parties.
He argued, in these two books, the one of the significant features of the two-party system A...is the face that it procedures moderate parties... [because] party managers need not meet every demand made by every interest.@[endnoteRef:14]  He continues: AFrom the point of view of the party politics and the party strategy it does not pay to organize a permanent minority.@[endnoteRef:15]  Then he noted that the: ANegro,... [is] a permanent minority, which lead him to re-emphasized that: AIt does not pay to organize a minority.@[endnoteRef:16]  Finally, he asserts@ ATo become identified thus with minority is to make perpetual defeat certain...@[endnoteRef:17] [14: .	E. E. Schattschneider, Party Government (New York: Holt, Rinehart, Winston, 1942), p. 85.]  [15: .	Ibid., p. 96]  [16: .	Ibid.]  [17: .	Ibid., p 96.] 

Following Schattschneider was Clinton Rossiter in his textbooks of 1960, where he wrote that parties Atiptoed around the diverse issues (like race) and thus gave (it) no chance to explode.@[endnoteRef:18]  Then in 1995 came the wisdom and insights of Paul Peterson.  He argued that on race, contemporary political parties adopted the Aambiguous@ tactics and procedures of Abraham Lincoln.  Why?  Simply because: AProgress in race relations cannot be realized unless forward step are politically viable.  The best way out of a racial dilemma does not require a fixed course without regard to wind or wave but a roots that allows the political process to sort alternative until the count finds policies with which it can live...  In the meantime, it is necessary to search for ambiguous solutions not unlike those Lincoln constructed.@[endnoteRef:19] [18: .	Clinton Rossiter, Party and Politics in America (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1960), p. 58.]  [19: 
.	Paul Peter, AA Politically Correct Solution to Racial Classification.@ in Paul Peterson (ed.) Classifying by Race (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999) p. 5-6.] 

Looking at all of this advice of Party scholars across time, Paul Peterson in the pioneering work on race and parties discuss the impact of such sage recommendations.  He reveals:
Insofar as our party system provides incentives for leaders to marginalize black political interests, the United States is unusual.  Unlike those in other democratic societies, our party system exacerbates rather than diminishes the marginalized position of a historically disadvantaged minority group. ...we are, however, one of the few democratic nations where party leaders have an incentive to appeal almost exclusively to the majority group.  This type of majority rule is undemocratic, as the minority group is frequently denied effective access to power and is excluded from involvement in a great deal of substantive decision making.[endnoteRef:20] [20: .	Paul Frymer, Uneasy Alliances: Race and Party Competition in America (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999), pp. 6-7.] 


Frymer is correct in noting that such expert advice is not only anti-democratic but it places a higher normative value on consensus, agreement cooperation and party peace than on democracy and justice.  Such bias rendering not only distort their data and finding, but redefine democracy as the existence of a smoothing rising problem that should avoid devise issues.  Said information and interpretations get substitute for political facts and rational judgements.  The meaning of democracy in their hands come to mean whatever they say it is.
For instance, Schattschneider says: Apolitical parties C created democracy and ...modern democracy is unthinkable some in terms of the parties.@  Yet in the very same book, he tells parties to exclude African Americans because they are a permanent minority.  Hence, in the words of party scholar Samuel Eldersveld, ADemocracy has many different meanings, depending on the particular interest and values of the person explaining it.@  Eldersveld continues: A[the] collection of views [on] democracy illustrates the variety of possible emphases.@[endnoteRef:21]  And that is as true of political scientist as is other social scientist. [21: .	Samuel Eldersveld and Hanes Walton, Jr., Political Parties in American Society 2nd edition (New York: Bedford/St. Martin=s 2000), pp. 10-11.] 

Popular textbooks on American Government categorize the two main groups of democratic theories as (1) elitist and (2) pluralist.  They demonstrate that Aa common thread in the ideas of these theorists Aexist with each distinct category emphasizing a specific character for the parties to be democratic.  ARobert Dahl, advocate of the pluralist thesis, ...finds democracy >a political system in which all the active and legitimate groups in the population can make themselves heard at some crucial stage in the process of decision.@  In sum, Athe pluralist theorists emphasize the need for elites to be constantly responsive to group demands and to censure.@[endnoteRef:22]   [22: .	Ibid., p. 11.] 

On the other hand, Elite Democratic theorist@ stress the need for political leaders in a democracy to compete for and secure support from the masses in order to stay in office.@[endnoteRef:23]  One group of elite theorists claims that: Ain essence, power in American parties tend to rest in the hands of those who have the time and the money to make it a full-time or nearly full-time occupation.  Party activists C no more than 3 or 4 percent of the adult population can decide what product is to be offered to political consumers (the party int he electorate).  Beyond this, there is little interaction between the party int he electorate and the party activists.@[endnoteRef:24] [23: .	Ibid.]  [24: .	Ibid.] 

The point here is that each category of democratic theorist concentrates on one key element Ato the neglect of others,@ making it difficult to formulate a balanced and rational assessment of parties as democratic institutions.
Peter Bachrach, Arejects the emphasis of both elitist and pluralist theories, [and] states the essence of democracy differently:
I believe that a theory of democracy should be based upon the following assumptions and principles: the majority of individuals stand to gain in self-esteem and growth toward a fuller affirmation of their personalities by participating more actively in meaningful community decisions; people generally, therefore, have a twofold interest in politics C interest in end results and interest in the process of participation...[endnoteRef:25] [25: .	Peter Bachrach, The Theory of Democratic Elitism (Boston: Little Brown, 1967), p. 101.] 


Beyond these conceptualizations of Democracy, there is a new one that can be characterized as the ANew Institutionalists.@  Reacting to the political behavioralist movement and revolution in the discipline which they argue over emphasized the role of individuals and down played the role of the State and its political institutions, this group of academicians and scholars have to come to Abring back the State@ into political analysis and interpretation.[endnoteRef:26]  And as this group has extended their analysis and coverage to the state and its institution their focus have fell upon American political parties.  And central to this concern with parties is how democracy are they?  The Anew institutionalist@ want to assess the democratic effects of party as institutions. [26: .	James March & Johnson Olsen, AThe New Institutionalism: Organization Factors in Political Life,@ American Political Science Review Vol. 78 (September, 1984), pp. 734-749; Theda Skocpol, ABringing the State Back In: Strategies of Analysis in Current Research,@ in Peter Evans, Dietrich Rueschemeyer, and Theda Skocpal (eds.),] 

Pioneering in the Anew institutionalism@ research approach to parties as Democratic is the writing of Richard Valelly,[endnoteRef:27] Paul Frymer,[endnoteRef:28] and to an extend the work of Margaret Weir.[endnoteRef:29]  Upon reflection of their work, one finds a common thread which defines democracy as meaning inclusionism of this Anew institutionalist@ definition of democracy, Richard Valelly writes: Party Completion is rightly regarded as a condition of democracy >...Party competition ...can give parties incentives to work to include new social group, either competitively or even singly as the case of southern Republican during Reconstruction shows.@[endnoteRef:30]  Simply but, party competition insures inclusion of marginal groups, and this begets democracy. [27: .	See Richard Valelly, AParty, Coercion, and Inclusion: The Two Reconstructions of the South=s Electoral Politics,@ Politics and Society Vol. 21 (1993), pp. 37-67; his ANational Parties and Racial Disenfranchisement in Peterson, op, cit., pp. 188-216; and his initial draft of the book chapter entitled: AThe National Political Origins of Black Disfranchisement: Political Parties and the Contested South, 1877-1900" unpublished Paper sent to the author by Professor Richard Valelly in May, 1993.]  [28: .	Paul Frymer, Uneasy Alliances: Race and Party Competition in America (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999), and his, ACoalition-Building and the Politics of electoral Capture During the Nixon Administration: African Americans, Labor, Latinos,@ Studies in American Political Development (Spring, 1998).]  [29: .	See Margaret Weir (ed.), The Social Divide: Political Parties and the Future of Activist Government (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press & Russell Sage Foundation, 1998) See also the work of martin Shefter, Political Parties and the State: The American Historical Experience (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1976).]  [30: .	Valelly, ANational Parties and Racial Disenfranchisement,@ p. 189.] 

Elsewhere Valelly reassert this new definition.  He insists: Aone would expect a competitive party system to incorporate new blocks of voters if and as they appear.  But whether party politician do so depends on how hard it is and what they will gain.@[endnoteRef:31]  However to his competitive thesis, he add one caveat: The power and strength of the central (read federally) government.  Here is how he puts it: Athe full-length social science studies of the civil rights movement and key historical works on public order in the South during the two reconstructions do not fully appreciate the importance of a greater degree of central governmental central over the means of coercion to the capacities of inclusionists.@[endnoteRef:32]  As Valelly make his case, he continues this theme and concludes that parties were not democratic institutions during Reconstruction because the coercion power of the central government was low, while during the second reconstruction parties were democratic institutions because the coercive power of the central government was strong and great.[endnoteRef:33] [31: .	Valelly, AParty, Coercion, and Inclusion,@ p. 47.]  [32: .	Ibid., p. 55.]  [33: .	Ibid., pp. 42 & 59-60.] 

However, recently another Anew institiutionalist@ Paul Frymer in his pioneering book has attached the Aparty completion@ democracy theory of Valelly and show it to be invalid as well as inaccurate, the power of the central government notwithstanding.  Frymer=s empirical research have demonstrated that it is not party competition that makes for inclusion is thereby party democracy, but the absent of such competitiveness of Valelly work, he writes: Richard Valelly has shifted the attention from [J. Morgan] Kousser=s emphasis on the Democrats to the role of the National Republican Party in bringing about southern black disenfranchisement.@[endnoteRef:34]  Simply put, when the Republican party ceased competing in the South, party democracy disappeared.  This for Frymer, Valelly account Aultimately miss a necessary part of the explanation.  ABlacks were a captured group in the Republican party at that time, and this had serious consequences for the behavior of party leaders.@[endnoteRef:35]  Frymer adds to this finding by indicating what the record reveals, He writes:   [34: 
.	Frymer, p. 52.]  [35: .	Ibid.] 

Republicans during the first Reconstruction and the Democrats during the second helped mobilize black voters and integrate black concerns into party platforms and into national legislation.  It is important to recognize, however, that these two examples are quite exceptional, and they occurred during periods notable for the absence of a strong, competitive two -party system.  The Republicans of the first Reconstruction, already a politically powerful organization in their own right, faced a Democratic party severely weakened by its association with the Confederacy and the disenfranchisement of many southern whites.  The Democrats of the second Reconstruction passed important civil rights legislation after the Republican party had ceased to be competitive in national and congressional elections.  As two-party competition was revived, the dominant party deemphasized issues important to their black constituents.  Party leaders perceived that racial advocacy was diminishing their electoral base, weakening their internal organizational structure, and hurting their electoral chances.[endnoteRef:36] [36: .	Ibid., p. 15.] 


Frymer=s conceptualization is that in periods of party dominance and majority, times of little on non-competition African Americans have witness and benefitted from party democracy.  For Frymer, it is the lack of two-party competition that ensures democracy, if one takes a longitudinal perspective of the American party system and process.  Electoral incentives in America=s two-party competitive leads not to democracy but to the imagination of African American partisans and their, policy interest.  Here we have two Anew institutionalist@ and two opposing theories of Democracy.
In the end, this new category of democratic theories much like the elitists and pluralist, they emphasize certain features or characteristic of democratic theory in relationship to the party institution and organization.  Yet, there is more!
Beyond the relationship of parties to a Democratic state, there is the matter of whether parties are democratic organization.  Party scholars and theorist like to sidestep or tiptoe around this issue and focus almost exclusive on the relationship matter.  The reason is simple.  Roberto Micheals, disclosed from his research on European parties that their is an Airon law of oligarchy@ pressure in each party organizations which forces Aevery party... [to] ...become divided into a minority of directors and a majority of directed.[endnoteRef:37]  As Michael conceived it, it was inherent and natural for organizations to be run by a few individuals, the elites.  In 1964, Samuel Eldersveld book, Political Parties: a Behavioral Analysis followed up on the Michael conceptualization was an empirical study of party activist in Detroit and the work won the American Political Science Association Woodrow Wilson Award. [37: .	Dye & Zeigler, p. 236.] 

In that study, it was not just political elites at the top of the party organization it was also political elites in middle and lower level management of the party.  Instead of a pyramid, there was in Eldersveld words, a starchy.[endnoteRef:38]  Others have noted: AFor Eldersveld, the study of political parties was inconceivable without inclusion of political elites.  The reason for this was found in Eldersveld view that parties and elites made two sides of the same coin.@  Therefore, Aaccording to Eldersveld, political elites included not only individuals at the top of the political system but also those who held important positions at lower levels.  In this way he was convincingly able to argue that party activists were elites because they held influential roles and exercised important roles in the political system.@[endnoteRef:39]  Thus, Eldersveld contribution to the study of political parties derived not only from his expansion of the concept of the elites but his thematic device that: ADemocracies ..if properly based on the consent of the governed require a set of political groups linking the public and its top elites.@[endnoteRef:40]  But despite Eldersveld innovative conceptualization, the reality remains: can party organizations be democratic?  Both Michael and Eldersveld would eventually argue that they cannot really be.  Thus, most party scholars have opted to move beyond this matter.  However, we must address it.  And the central reason is that which is unique to the African American experience in America.  Of this reality John Hope Franklin declares: AThose who wrote the Constitution bought with them to Philadelphia not only a century and a half of experience with slavery, but also a similar period of discrimination against blacks who were not slaves.@[endnoteRef:41]  Franklin adds to his remarks with these words: [38: .	Samuel Eldersveld, Political Parties: A Behavioral Analysis (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1964), p.]  [39: .	Birol Yesilda, AIntroduction: Political Parties and Elites,@ in Birol Yesilda (ed.), Comparative Political Parties and Party Elites: Essays in Honor of Samuel J. Eldersveld (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1999), p. 1.]  [40: .	Ibid., p. 2.]  [41: .	John Hope Franklin, ARace and the Constitution in the Nineteenth Century,@ in John Hope Franklin & Genna Rae McNeil (eds.), African Americans and the Living Constitution (Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institutions, 1995), pp. 22-23.] 

If the farmers of the Constitution gave no attention to blacks who were free, it was not because they believed that there should be no distinction among free peoples.  Rather, it was because of the farmers= preoccupation with slavery at a time when continued discrimination against free blacks was assumed.[endnoteRef:42] [42: .	Ibid., p. 23.] 


Central amongst the discrimination which AFree Men of Color@ faced was political discrimination.  Only in five of the thirteen original states did African Americans have the right to vote.[endnoteRef:43]  This number did not increase as the Nation-state grew and expanded through the Civil War years.  After the war, two states extended the franchise before the passage of the 15th Amendment in 1870.  This then is the special and unique features of that experience.  Neither the slaves nor the AFree Men of Color@ had the citizenship right to vote, such right existence only in the New England area of the Nations-State. [43: .	Walton, African American Party & Politics, pp. ] 

Hence, without this Constitutional right, the political parties of the Antebellum years saw only scattered and limited political participation.  Usually this was to be found in the anti-slavery parties.[endnoteRef:44]  Being in this mode, the Republican party saw African American political participation in its initial presidential election of 1856.  While the Democratic party in both of its manifestation, it elite stage and it=s main stage opposed every statewide suffrage referendum on this question and denied African American party participation and pro-Negro legislation.  Hence, this experience dictates a specific and contextual driven definition of Democracy for this study.  For this study, democracy is defined as a twofold reality: (1) political participation in the political process and the party organizational studies, and (2) passage adoption, and enforcement of public policies to provide African Americans their Constitutional rights and Civil liberties.  In sum, participation and public policies are central to this paper=s definition of political parties as democratic institution for African American parties. [44: .	Charles Wesley, AThe Participation of Negroes in Anti-Slavery Political Parties,@ Journal of Negro History (January, 1941), pp. 38-53.] 

The Data and the Methodology
Party competition between the Democrats and the Republicans commenced in 1856 and have continued until the present election of 2000.  This reality means two things about the nature and scope of the data for this study.  First, it must be longitudinal.  Such an approach will provide the study with a time-dimension which is so essential given the cyclic and episodic manner in which the government, the political process and political parties have engaged the race problem over time.  Existing prior to the 1787 Constitutional Convention, at the Convention, to and beyond the Civil War and through the two Reconstruction races have not disappear from America=s political landscape and context.  Hence, no single election or cross-sectional study will do justice to this exploratory analysis and help us derive, develop and empirically test the independent variable influence and impact on the dependent variable C political parties as democratic institutions....  Nor will a single moment in time help us generate empirically derived textbook propositions for future studies.  A time dimension, however, will enable this study to explore for patterns, trends and tendencies and what insights they might provide for an understanding of parties as democratic institutions.
Secondly, the other thing that this means for the study is that the data will be of an aggregate nature.  An aggregate data will include such categories as (1) election return data, (2) census data, (3) roll call data, (4) national conventions delegate data, and, (5) congressional legislation data.  All of these categories of data have been collected by official and semi-official sources for decades and are in so cases continues since the formation of the Nation-State in 1788.  Hence, they can support a time-dimensional analysis.
Needless to say this data is imperfect.  Rarely have such data been collected by race.  And even when it was collected by race, it was not done so in an over time manner.  Usually such data was collected by parties and by political elections units.  This means it was not collected by individuals.[endnoteRef:45] [45: .	For an analysis of uneven and discontinuous collected racial data see Hanes Walton, Jr., ABlack-Voting in the Segregation Era: 1944-1964,@ in Hanes Walton, Jr. (Ed.), Black Political and Black Political Behavior: A Linkage Analysis (Westport, Connecticut: Praeger Publishers, 1994), pp. 115-134.] 

Given these limitations and vagaries in the data base, some of the important variables will have to use surrogate measure to render them measurable and functional for the study.  Operationalize, the independent variables in a surrogate manner will permit the study to offer an empirical assessment, but the final interpretation of this dependent variable most be offer in a tentative and suggestive manner and fashion because of the use of surrogate factors and characteristics.  The fact that these features had to be use if measurement was to take place, demands that qualifications be made in terms of the final reflections and insights.  Surrogate measures mean in the final analysis, the need for adjustments.
With this understanding of the strength and weaknesses of the data, comments can be made in regard to the methodology for the study.  This study is reliant upon a plural one.  It will use historical data, aggregate data, contextual information as well as several statistical procedures to help to measure the influence and impact of the independent variables upon the dependent one.
Finally, it is necessary to make mention of how the data and the analysis will be organized and structured in this study.  Initially, the paper will focus upon the arena of electoral participation and the ability of African American partisans to engage and involve themselves in the arena.  Usually in party analysis this is referred to as an analysis of the party-in-the-electorate.[endnoteRef:46]  Next, there will be coverage of African American partisans participation in different parties of the party organization.  Here, the focus is upon African Americans in the party=s National Convention, leadership positions in the party organization and reform efforts of the party apparatus.  This aspect of the analysis is dubbed the party-in-the organization.  This then will be followed by a section on the party-in-the-government where exploration of roll call voting and policy announcements will be the major independent variables.  Once this is done, the paper will attempt to synthesize its findings and offer an interpretation of this empirical rendering.  With such information and insights an entire new feature of the American party-behavior will come into view and perspective. [46: .	V. O. Key, Jr., developed this functional typology of political parties in his leading textbook: Politics, Parties and Pressure Groups (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell, 1942) which went through five editions.] 

Political Parties as Democratic Institutions: African American Partisans Electorate-in-the-Electorate

The political culture in the 13 colonies and later the 13 states not only determined and shaped the nation and structure of political parties.  More importantly, the political culture gave rise to the values and belief systems of first the elite party supporters and voters as well as later to the mass party supporters.  Political parties feed on and interacted with the social realities inherent in the culture.  Between 1661 and 1750, the slave institution became a legal reality in Colonial America and this was clearly before political parties formally took shape.  In Jackson Turner Main=s Political Parties Before the Constitution, he demonstrated that while parties formed in the state legislatures as elite organizations and personal factions, this occurred during the period when the colonies declared themselves independent from the mother country and became states, 1776-1786, and before the Constitutional Convention in 1787.[endnoteRef:47] [47: .	Jackson Turner Main, Political Parties Before the Constitution Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1972), pp. 12-150.] 

Table 1.1 developed from data in Professor Main=s book reveals that at least in one of the original thirteen
	TABLE 1.1 ABOUT HERE
 colonies and eventual state, New York, there was a significant correlation between party voting and a culture institution, that of slaveholding.  This institution was affecting party behavior long before the adoption of the 1787 Constitution and the emergence of the New National State.  Elite party factors before the Constitution had an interest in protecting and advancing their slave interest in the political process via their party politics.
Although those elite political parties which predate the Constitution had to reorganize and restructure themselves to the new federal governmental system, the racial variable in the political culture was shaped the reborn and realign elite political faction.  From the struggle over the adoption of the Constitution came two discernible political factions: (1) the Federalist, and (2) the Antifederalist.  Much have been noted and written about the Federalist leadership and their enhancing of the slave institution.[endnoteRef:48]  Less, however, is known about the Antifederalist beyond that of maybe Jefferson and later Madison who switched to this fledging political group.  Recent published data permits analysis to garner some empirical base insights into this early elite political group. Table 1.2 tell us how many of the leading Antifederalist took a position on slavery, how  [48: .	John Hope Franklin, AThe Moral Legacy of the Founding Fathers,@ in his Race and History: Selected Essays, 1938-1985 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1989, p. 156 and John P. Riche, AThe Founding Fathers: A Reform Caucus in Action,@ American Political Science Review (December, 1961), pp. 799-811.] 

	TABLE 1.2 ABOUT HERE
many opposed it and how many supported it.  The data in the Table further reveals the various states in which these Antifederalist resided and where support and opposition came from.  In two of the major slaveholding states, Virginia and South Carolina, all of the Antifederalist leaders supported slavery while those in Kentucky opposed it.  Yet in a Northern state like Connecticut, the two Antifederalist leaders split on the matter.
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Overall, most Antifederalist leaders opposed it and an even greater number never gave a clear position on it.  But, if one combine those Antifederalist who opposed it with those who supported it, it is possible to say with empirical support that of the known Antifederalist, the majority was involved in this political culture issue one way or another.  Slavery shaped the political culture of this early elite political party.
If these two data sources established that a Cultural Institution and its attendant value and belief system impacted and influence party behavior both before and after the Constitution, what does this tell us about African Americans in the electorate in Colonial and Constitutional America.
Data in Table 1.3 demonstrate that values and belief about race restricted the number of
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states that were willing in both Colonial and Revolutionary American to give AFree Men of Color@ the right to vote.  As noted earlier, the elite state electorate politically discriminated against those black which were not slaves.  The simply refused to give them the right to vote.  In fact, a the Table so poignantly demonstrate, Revolutionary and Constituted American with all of its high sundry phases about freedom and self-determination and the consent of the governed, was less willing to extend the right to vote to AFree Men of Color@ than was Colonial America which was less concerned with the right to vote to African American electives between Colonial America and Revolutionary America.
Extant data provides even more evidence that race and racial beliefs and values restructured and circumscribed.  In the state of New York, historical election data has been kept down to the counting level and in some cities on the three statewide suffrage referendum held in that state from the 1840s until 1869, one year before the adoption of the Fifteenth Amendment.  New York was one of the original 13 states that permitted AFree Men of Color,@ to vote.  But after 1821, ANew York decreased its black electorate by enlarging the amount of property that a black person had to have before he could qualify to vote.@[endnoteRef:49]  This lead to a struggle between the democrats in the State and the Republicans as to whether universal suffrage should be given in an unrestricted manner to the entire eligible African American electorate.  Hence, the three statewide referendums.  Shown in Table 1.4 are the years,  [49: .	Walton, Black Politics, pp. 33-34.] 

	TABLE 1.4 ABOUT HERE
and the votes on those three statewide referendums and the defeat of those referendums.  After the Civil War and 
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on the eve of the adoption of the 15th Amendment, the Table demonstrates that the white electorate was opposed to an unrestricted and unfettered voting rights for the African American community.  And in all three elections, the Democratic party led year long campaigns in the state in opposition to voting rights for African Americans.[endnoteRef:50]  But New York is not alone in rejecting statewide referendums both before and after the Civil War which would have extended voting rights to African Americans who were not slaves.  And in all the other states the Democrats were solid in their opposition to these rights while Republicans sheepishly supported the Aright for the people@ to decide.[endnoteRef:51]  In all of the referendum before the War, Democratic party opposition as it had done in New York, prove victorious and fatal to the African Americans in the electorate. [50: 
.	See Phyllis F. Field, The Politics of Race in New York: The Struggle for Black Suffrage in the Civil War Era (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1982), pp. 63, 128, 203.]  [51: .	William Gillette, The Right to Vote: Politics and the Passage of the Fifteenth Amendment (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1969), pp. 21-45.] 

Hence, it should, therefore, come as no surprise that those few African Americans in the electorate prior to the War tended to be initially Federalist, later anti-slavery partisan, and by 1856 Republicans.[endnoteRef:52]  Prior to the Civil War, the dominant party of Antebellum America, the Democrats, were not a democratic institution. [52: .	Hanes Walton, Jr., The Negro in Third Party Politics (Philadelphia: Dorrance, 1969), Chapter 1 & 2.  Dixon Ryan Fox, AThe Negro Vote in Old New York,@ Political Science Quarterly Vol. 32 (June 1917), pp. 252-275.  Walton, Black Republican, Chapter and Charles Wesley, AThe Participation of Negroes in Anti-Slavery Political Parties,@ Journal of Negro History (January, 1941), pp. 39-53.] 

After the War and the passage of the 15th Amendment, the African American electorate entered the political process and the acquired another partisan affiliation and characteristic.  Most historians, political and electoral agree that the 1868 presidential election was the first one that African Americans, North and South, fully participated in.  Prior to and during this election.  Partisan alignment, dealignment, and realignment would commence.
To acquire some empirical insights into this partisanship and it changes and stability, this analysis given the vagaries of the way in which this election data was reported decided to isolate the African American congressional district in the past and present and use the support for the Democratic and Republican parties as a surrogate measure for the nature, scope and significant of African American partisanship over time.  This data was contextualize by reading numerous histories and case studies of the period as well as biographies of African American congressmen of that era.  In addition, in the years where there were few African American in Congress (1 from Chicago from 1928-1944 and 2 from 1944 until 1956) supplement aggregate election data was used.
Thus in Figure 1.1, it is quite clear from the data from these African American Congressional 
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districts that the majority of African Americans partisan had a Republican affiliation.  All Congressmen elected
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during this period were Republicans and in all of the congressional election held from 1868-1898, no African American Democrat offered himself for a congressional seat.  However, in several southern states, notably South Carolina and Arkansas, African American Democrats won seats in their state legislative bodies.[endnoteRef:53]  These African American partisans obviously had strong support among the African American electorates. [53: .	See Rayford Logan, The Betrayal of the Negro (New York: Collier Books, 1965), pp.    And Willard Gatewood, ANegro Legislators in Arkansas, 1891: A Document,@ Arkansas Historical Quarterly Vol. 31 (Autumn, 1972), pp. 222-224.] 

But this electorate and its partisan tendencies and affiliation were always under pressure and strain from the 1866 state elections until the Compromise of 1877 when their Republican supporter capitulated to the Southern Democrats.  Therefore, beginning in 1890 until 1901, the South found ingenious ways to nullify the 15th Amendment and disenfranchisement its African American electorate.  In this region of the country, the African American electorate almost disappeared.  Here and there where the political context of segregation and white supremacy permitted a few voted in urban areas, political machine regions and special and general elections.  This continued until the passage of the 1965 Voting Rights Act, and it subsequent renewals in 1970, 1975 and 1982.  In this period from the era of disenfranchisement of 1890-1901 until 1965, the African American partisan-in-the-electorate found themselves circumscribed and limited regionally whereas before the Civil War they were nearly naturally circumstrictive and restricted.  And as Figure 1.1 shows, African American partisans took on a democratic affiliation and has retained that Colony ever since.  Although the Congressional Data doesn=t pick up African American Congressperson from 1898 until 1972 when Andrew Young became the first one elected from that region, African American voters in the region were predominantly democratic partisans simply because the region become a one-party system and the Republicans merely faded away after the turn of the century.[endnoteRef:54] [54: .	Bess Beatty, AA Revolution Gone Backward: The Black Response to a National Politics, 1875-1896 (Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 1981), Chapter 7 and David Lisio, Hoover, Blacks & Lily-Whites: A Study of Southern Strategies Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1985), Chapter 22.] 

During the period of the break in Figure 1.1, extant voting data from Harlem and South side of Chicago, demonstrate that in these big urban centers, beginning in the 1920's through the mid-thirties, the African American electorate required a Democratic partisanship in part due to the existence of political machines and bosses and those machines have African American sub-bosses and machine organizations.[endnoteRef:55]  Supplemental extant election data surveying from the New Deal period and the War years support the trend in Figure 1.1 in national elections that the African Americans electorate was dealigning from the Republican party and realigning with the [55: .	Walton, Black Politics, p. 105, Figure 5 for New York and page 110 Figure 6 for Chicago, and Page 114, Figure & for African Americans Voting behavior in the 1912 Presidential election in five major urban areas.] 

 Democratic party.  Table 1.5 permits one to view three presidential elections during the New Deal.   Look how the
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African American electorate dealigned from the Republican party and realigned with the Democratic party.  The electoral rates of realignment changed within the given cities.  In Wilmington, NC, the move towards the Southern Democratic party is greater than African Americans in the Northern party in Boston.  However, at the mean level, the shift is dramatic toward the Democrats. 
Table 1.6 which uses a surrogate measure, the partisan affiliation of African American state legislature
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in the 30's and 40's offer additional insight at the state level.  In these Northern Midwestern and border states, the trend and tendency of the African American electorate is toward the Democrats.  By the end of World War II, the African American electorate has a pronounced Democratic partisanship.
From this analysis of African American-in-the-electorate it is possible to discern that prior to the Civil War, anti-slavery third parties and the Republicans tended to be democratic institutions not only because they sponsored and supported the inclusion of AFree Men of Color@ into the voting electorate, they embraced participation in the party organization.  The Democratic party was not such on organization because it barred both efforts by those African American who were not slaves.
After the War and Reconstruction. The Republican party and the Northern and Western Wings of the Democratic party acted as Democratic Institutions.  The Southern Wing of the Democratic party particularly after the Compromise of 1877 and the Era of Disfranchisement were not democratic institutions.  It would later be force to lead in that direction via the Voting Right Acts.
In the South, the Republican party became lily-white in the late 1880's and continued in this mode until 1964 when Presidential candidate Barry Goldwater committed the party to a position of opposition to public policies favorable and supportive of the African American community.  Hence, over time the Republican party has become less of a democratic institution.  Essentially the parties over time have switched places.
Political Parties as Democratic Institutions: African American Partisans-in-the-Organizations

Another empirical way to explore whether political parties have been democratic institutions is to analyze
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how political parties included African Americans in the party organization.  An analysis of the national organizations, the Republican National Committee (RNC) and the Democratic National Committee (DNC), will provide some empirical evidence on  how the parties moved toward organizational inclusion.
Donald Kinder & Lynn Sanders writes: AIn 1936... at the Democratic National Conventions,... Senator [Ellison D.] Smith of South Carolina rose from his seat and bolted from the Hall declaring as he went that [he] refused to lend his support to a Democratic Party that, as he put it, >caters to [the Negro] as a political and social equal.@[endnoteRef:56]  As to the motivation of his individual revolt and protest at the 1936 Democratic National Convention, another scholar analyze the same reality of organizational inclusion notes: AIf the Republican had black delegates only the South in 1868,... the Democrats had none from either the North or South until 1936.@[endnoteRef:57] [56: .	Donald Kinder & Lynn Sanders, Divided by Color: Racial Attitudes and Democratic Ideals (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1996), p. 92.]  [57: .	Hanes Walton, Jr., p. 119.] 

Prior to 1936, the Democratic National Conventions, had been with one lone exception, a lily-white affair.  The exception was in 1924, when the sole African American alternate delegate became a regular delegate at the convention due to the inability of the white delegate to attend.  This last minute inclusion caused little stir.  But in 1934 in Chicago=s Congressional elections, an African American Democrat, Arthur Mitchell was elected over a Republican to Congress. [endnoteRef:58] And this new African American Congressman came to the convention as a fully elected delegate along with Rev. Marshall Shepard, as an invited clergyman from the site of the Convention, Philadelphia.  African American participation and inclusion into national Democratic Party affairs had now formally started.  And this initially inclusion was occurring simultaneously with the South=s attempts to exercise near dominance and veto power over the Convention nominees, platform promises and statements presidential appointments, and relationship with the African American community.  Hence, the 1936 Convention ignited a series of scattered protest from Southern Democrats.  [58: .	Dennis Nordin, The new Deal=s Black Congressman: A Life of Arthur Weigs Mitchell (Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 1997).] 

The story with the Republicans is quite different.  Unlike the Democratic Party which moved from being pro-slavery to anti-black, the Republican Party accepted African American delegated from 1868 to the present 1996.  Although in the early years, the majority of these delegates came from the South, African American delegates from the North was also present.[endnoteRef:59]  And even when the South, disenfranchised the African American voter, delegates from both regions of the country trickled to national conventions.  In point of fact, between 1868 and 1996, these has never been a Republican National Convention, where African American delegates have not attended and participated. [59: .	Hanes Walton, Jr., Black Republicans, pp. 170-176.] 

In Table 1.7 one can see the actual members and percentage of African American delegates to both 
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national conventions.  As for the Republican conventions, African American delegates to the conventions have been both stable and fluid.  From 1868 to 1908, there was stability, even though it dropped to one percent of the delegates from 1912 until 1972.  This was a period of constant fluctuations which bottom out in 1964 at the Goldwater dominated conventions which firmly opposed the Civil Rights Law.  However, 1972 until 1996 have seen a remarkable degree of stability with about three percent of the delegates.
The Democratic Conventions have been one of almost continual evolution and rise, while 1992 saw a significant decline, it made a modest recovery in 1996.  Overall, the Democratic Conventions as seen a continual growth in African American delegates.  And the number of delegates reached their peak in 1988 the year in which African American presidential candidate Jesse Jackson received the greatest number of convention votes.[endnoteRef:60] [60: .	Walton & Smith, pp.] 

From Table 1.7 the data reveals a pattern and set of trends which indicates that the largest number of delegates tends to effectively correlate with the period of Party response to the African American Community interest.   When the Republican Party responded to the African American community, there was a large number of delegates.  The sole exception is 1912, when the Republican Party split and several Republicans became involved with Ex-President Theodore Roosevelt third party, the Progressive.  The Republican President, William Howard Taft, secured the African American delegates from the South to insure his nomination.  Hence, this presidential manuvering artificially enlarged the number and percentage of delegates.  Currently, as the conservative wing of the party has became more dominate the number of delegates have stabilized and those attending have taken on this ideological alteration.  African American delegates to the Republican Convention have became more conservative.[endnoteRef:61] [61: .	Hanes Walton, Jr. & Lester Spence, AAfrican American Presidential Nomination Politics:  Alan Keyes in the 1996 Republican Presidential Primaries & Conventions,@ National Political Science Review Vol. 7 (1998), pp. 198-210.] 

At the Democratic Convention, the Jackson presidential candidacies of 1984 and 1988 have significant increased the number of delegates, as did the passage of the 1965 Voting Rights Act, that significantly increased the number of African American elected officials, as well as the Party=s passage of the major civil rights policies of 1964, 1965, and 1968.  However, such delegates have not become more ideologically liberal.  They have been in
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that mode for a much longer time span.
Both Conventions as a result of these realities have now seen African American presidential candidates.  There have been nominees made from the floor of the Conventions and there have been nominee running in
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the primaries.  To date, the Democratic have had three, one woman and one man, while the Republican have had only one.  And the Republican nominees came early in the party=s conventions, whereas the Democrats have seen their nominees in recent years.  And finally, the Democratic candidate of recent years have received more convention votes than all of the Republican candidates collectively.  
However, even with larger number of delegates and a rising number of nominees seeking the nominations, all of this has occurred just as the national conventions have been losing power and authority in selecting the Party-standard bearer.  One scholar writes: ANational political conventions lost their decision-making authority in the 1970s and 1980s.@[endnoteRef:62]  Essentially, then, these African American delegates have been the candidate delegates bound by his power, partisan views and control and least committed to an overall strategy for the African American community.  In a candidate-centered era, the delegates have became less self directed and more candidate-oriented.  Hence, African American delegates have been less able to influence platform and Party policy issues and but a little more influential at shaping the rules for the convention.  For instance in 1996, where the second largest number of African American delegates to ever attend a Democratic National Convention, the Party virtually ignored civil rights as an issue and Presidential candidate never mentioned it either the 1992 or 1996 campaigns.[endnoteRef:63]  Thus, the sheer increase in numbers have not translated into an equivalent increase in civil rights policies or platform primaries.  However, there have been some influence and impact on convention rules.  Table 1.9 reveals that African American efforts to reform the Democratic Party began in the middle of World War II, [62: .	Leon Epstein, ANational Political Conventions: Changing Functions, New Research Strategies,@ in M. Kent Jennings & Thomas Mann (eds.), Elections at Home and Abroad:  Essays in the Honor of Warren E. Miller (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1984), p. 267.]  [63: .	Ibid.] 
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1944, and in the state of South Carolina.[endnoteRef:64]  The reason is quite simple.  As noted earlier, all of the Southern Democratic parties were first only tightly segregated and with their ideology and policies of white supremacy denied African American participation.  Hence no black delegates to  National Conventions were possible from this region of the country. [64: 
.	Hanes Walton, Jr., Black Political Parties: An Historical and Political Analysis (New York:  Free Press, 1972), pp. 69-76.] 
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Just prior to the 1944 presidential election, South Carolina changed it election laws, where the presidents name was dropped from the ballot.  Some citizens protested and an African American newspaperman, John McCray organized a new political Party, the South Carolina Progressive Democrats, ran a candidate for the U.S. Senate and sent an all AAfrican American delegation to the national convention in Chicago.[endnoteRef:65]  Although they were turned away by other African Americans spokespersons at the door, they protested the state party=s all white delegation.  The die was casted.  Subsequent parties would be formed in Mississippi and Alabama as well as contesting delegation from Georgia and Illinois.[endnoteRef:66]   Hence, the reform tradition was continuing. [65: .	Ibid., pp. 74-75.]  [66: .	Ibid.] 

Formally the DNC began to establish a series of commission as a response to the Adisastrous 1968 Chicago national convention and to the general reform efforts that later gained momentum after the Watergate affair.  Once started, the reform movement maintained its own momentum.[endnoteRef:67]  And out of the six commission, Aundemocratic practices in delegate selection have been reduced.  Formerly underepresented groups, particularly women and blacks have been included in ever-increasing numbers.@[endnoteRef:68]  Moreover, the 1984 Jesse Jackson nomination effort lead to a charge on his part that the delegate rules discriminated against challenger like his.  This charge lead to a Fairness Commission to let long-shot candidates get more delegates.  And after his 1988 challenge, his campaign manager Ronald Brown, was made chairman of the DNC.  Brown became the first of his race to become national Party chair. [67: .	Robert Huckshorn, Political Parties in America 2nd edition (California: Brooks/Cole Publishing Company, 1984), p. 111 and, Hardy Frye, Black Political Parties (Boston: G. K. Hall, 1980).]  [68: .	Ibid., p. 113.] 


The surging reform movement in the DNC, lead the Republicans at their 1972 Convention to adopt rule 29(b) which called Afor the creation of a new committee to study Party rules with the goal of further opening the selection process to greater participation by women, youth, racial and ethnic minorities and the elderly...  By a vote of seventy-five to seventy-four the provision was deleted.@[endnoteRef:69]  Immediately a revised rule was adopted which let the RNC review and comment on state delegations, if and only if the state Party committee request it.  Hence, these groups remain underepresented at the Republican National Conventions.  On the other hand, recent African American delegates have not set into motion organized protest like the African American Democrats, but they have taken legal action demanding that the Party open up to minorities.[endnoteRef:70]  An African American Republican group -- the Freedom Republicans based in Brooklyn, New York, with about 1,000 members around the country sued the Party because the New York state organization had not asked the RNC to investigate it for racial discrimination.  The Freedom Republicans pointed out in its suit that of the 165 voting members of the RNC, only three Aare black.  All three are from the Virgin Islands.@[endnoteRef:71]  Thus, this group wanted a Agreater role in the Party and its National Convention for black and Hispanic people.  For as it was operating in 1992, Athe Party=s rules made it difficult for members of racial and ethnic minorities to become members of the Republican National Committee and to attend the party=s convention as voting delegate.@[endnoteRef:72] [69: .	Ibid.]  [70: .	Robert Pear, AJudge Tells U.S. to Make Political Parties Comply With Rights Law,@ New York Times (April 8, 1992), A-19.]  [71: .	Ibid.]  [72: .	Ibid.] 

  	This African American Republican group had sued under ATitle VI of the Civil Right Act, which forbid discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance...  Each Party is getting about 11 million of Federal money for its nominating convention this year.@[endnoteRef:73] [73: .	Ibid.] 

The President of the Freedom Republican Lugenia Gordon, said that: Awe want the Federal Election Commission to hold back every dime of the money it gives the Republican National Committee until blacks are more fairly represented in the Party.@[endnoteRef:74]  Federal District Judge Charles Rickey in Washington, DC agreed, and Aordered the Government to insure that the parties do not discriminate in selecting delegates to their national conventions.@[endnoteRef:75]  It was a pyrrhic victory for African Americans.  AThe Freedom Republican=s suit against the FEC to deny convention funding, while successful in federal district court, was overturned on appeal, and the U.S. Supreme Court was unwilling to take up the case after Fred Kellogg, the Freedom Republicans lawyer and former Republican president, filed a writ of certiorari.@[endnoteRef:76]  The Republican appointed court of conservatives would not let their Party be restructured. [74: .	Ibid]  [75: .	Ibid.]  [76: .	David Bositis, African Americans and the Republican Party, 1996 (Washington, DC: Joint Center for Political and Economic Studies, 1996), p. 3.] 

Therefore, just prior to the 1996 Convention, the new A153 member Republican National Committee... had... just one black member, AHarry Singleton, the National Committeeman from the District of Columbia...  While the black auxiliary organization, the National Black Republican Council, (NBRC), and its president Fred Brown, participate in RNC affairs, they are non-voting members.@[endnoteRef:77]  Thus, at the end of the 1996 Convention, African American Republicans are little more than participation-observers in the national organization. [77: .	Ibid.] 


Thus, in 1996, progressive African American Republican splinter groups had to turn to other tactics to get inclusion in the Party affairs.  The Frederick Douglas crusaders, a tiny group of black Republicans on AChicago=s South Side protest the failure of Republican Party elites to recruit General Colin L. Powell as the presidential candidate.@[endnoteRef:78]  The president of this splinter group noted that: AWe=re not Newt Republicans, we are not Reagan Republicans, We=re Frederick Douglass Republicans and we=re trying to revive his principles in the Party: justice and equality for all.@[endnoteRef:79]  As this group articulated its position, AThis is our Party, too@ and Ahad General Powell run... a lot of black people would have become Republicans overnight.@[endnoteRef:80]  Although General Powell was not recruited nor did he run another African American Conservative Alan Keyes, did run but did not attract much African American support either in the Party or in the African American community.[endnoteRef:81]  Hence, in the intra-party struggle between African American progressive Republicans and Conservative ones, the party elite is promoting and push the latter group by showcasing Congressman J. C. Watt.[endnoteRef:82]  But such showcasing has not given Watts voting rights and/or party policy influences.[endnoteRef:83]  At, this point, the struggle for inclusion and influence in the RNC continues. [78: .	Don Terry, AOur Party Too, Black Republicans Say,@ New York Times (March 16, 1996), p. H-8.]  [79: .	Ibid.]  [80: .	Ibid.]  [81: .	Hanes Walton, Jr. & Lester Spence, AAfrican American Presidential Convention & Nomination Politics: Alan Keyes in the 1996 Republican Presidential Primaries & Convention,@ National Political Science Review Vol. 7 (1998), p. ]  [82: .	Hanes Walton, Jr., AAfrican Americans and the Resurgent Republican Congress: The Duality of Transformation@ in his African American Power and Politics: The Political Context Variable (New York: Columbia University Press, 1997), pp. 326-327, and Joshua M. Javits, AThe Case for Practical Minded Republicanism,@ Washington Post (March 19, 1996) pp. 11-17; and J. Clay Smith, Jr., AA Black Lawyer=s Response to the Fairmont Papers,@ Howard Law Journal Vol. 26 (1983) pp. 221-245.]  [83: .	Ibid.] 

In terms of the party organization, the empirical data the democratic party at its National Convention deal began a move toward a representative and democratic organization until it hands were forced by the appearance of Democratic congressmen from Chicago in 1934 and New York in 1944.  The protest movement of individuals and the satellite parties of African Americans in the 40's 50's and 60's forced the issue.  But if the Democrats became more democratic, the Republican less so since the 60's despite the Civil Rights movement.  Secondly, African American Standbearer like Alan Keyes in 1996 and 2000 are completely conservatives.  Hence the organizational level, American political parties as democratic institutions are a mixed bag.
Political Parties as Democratic Institutions: African American Partisans-in-the-Policy-Government

There is one more additional aspect of parties that this study will undertake in its systematic analysis of political parties as democratic institutions when the race viable is salient.  In the functional category of party-in-the-government, the empirical and longitudinal measure used will be that of a roll call analysis of voting for successful Civil Rights bills.  In order for the data to provide both: (1) intra-party, as well as, (2) inter-party perspective, this analysis will move beyond the standard approach to analyzing roll call votes.
The customary approach of analyzing how the two parties voted during congressional roll call on these civil rights policies, merely Acaptures the different level of support between the two parties.  Such a methodology doesn=t permit an analysis of the support within each party.@[endnoteRef:84]  The latter insight is crucial because of the distinctive sectionalism wrought by the South in the Party system and particularly in Congress after the turn of the century.[endnoteRef:85] [84: .	Cheryl M. Miller & Hanes Walton, Jr., ACongressional Support of Civil Rights Public Policy: From Bipartisan to Partisan Convergence,@ Congress & the Presidency Vol. 21 (Spring, 1994), p. 13.]  [85: .	V. O. Key, Jr., Southern Politics (New York: Vintage Books, 1949) J. Morgan Kousser, The Shaping of Southern Politics: Suffrage Restrictions and the Establishment of the One Party South: 1880-1910 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1974).] 

Therefore, by calculating the proportional percentage of the vote, or party support ratio of Democrats and Republicans in each chamber of Congress for each enacted law,@ it is possible to provide an empirical rending of the enacting coalition for the total universe of civil rights public policy.[endnoteRef:86]  And with each enacting coalition, i.e., that party or combination of partisan supporter, it is possible to establish the precise nature of the relationship of each major party to civil rights public policies. [86: .	Miller & Walton, p. 13.] 

Table 1.10 analyses the arty support ratio for all of the Civil Right Bills which came up for a vote from 
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1866 to 1890.  And the votes on these nine pieces of legislation is quite revealing about the nature of partisan vote for civil rights legislation.  On all nine bills, the Democrats voted one hundred percent Ano@.  That was true in both houses of Congress.  Senators and Representatives were of like mind.  In fact over the nearly four decade period (1866-1890), the Democratic Party was completely unified in its opposition.  Both northern and southern Democrats were unswerving in their opposition to African Americans becoming political citizens.  They opposed not only the 14th and 15th Amendments, but all of civil rights bills, -- 1866 and 1875 -- as well as the four bills to designed to provide federal protection of these newly conveyed civil rights.
As for the Republican Party, only on four of the nine bills, (1866, 1870, 1871, 1872) did the Republican Party show such strong unity and total support.  On five of these bills, the Fifteenth Amendment included, the Republican Party split.  A small minority of the Party voted against the majority of its= party and with the Democrats.  The greatest intra-Party oppositions for the Republicans came on the vote for the Enforcement Act of 1875 when intra-Party opposition reached 19 percent.
In fact, Republican opposition to itself was prevalent in both house of Congress.  There were Republican Senators and Representatives that opposed the Party=s legislative stance.  However, despite internal factionalism, the Republicans mustered enough support to pass every bill in the House and eight of the nine bills in the Senate.  In 1890, the Republicans failed to pass the Lodge Bill by one vote.
Overall, the enacting coalition on civil rights  public policies between the Civil War and the turn of the century was the Republican Party.  Despite intra-Party opposition, it was the Republican Party that continued
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 African Americans as political citizens.  As for the Democrats, Historian J. Morgan Kousser sums it up best: Afrom 1866 to the turn of the century, not a single Democrat in the House or Senate ever voted in favor of a piece of civil rights legislation.  Northern Democrats repeatedly defended southern violence and fraud or denied their obvious existence...@[endnoteRef:87] [87: .	J. Morgan Kousser, AThe Voting Rights Act and the Two Reconstructions,@ in Bernard Grofman and Chandler Davidson, (eds.),  Controversies in Minority Voting: The Voting Rights Act in Perspective (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 1992), p. 149.] 

Thus, there was solid Party continuity between the pre- and post civil right eras.  Each Party took a clearly identified position on race and adapted to the new and changed status of African Americans by taking policy positions congruent with those in the pre-war period when they faced each other for the first time in the 1856 Presidential election.  Moreover, both parties attained victories.  While the Republicans were victorious eight of the nine times, the Democrats with support from defecting Republicans were victories on the ninth and final vote.  Again, the parties divergent positions met with success.
It was not until 1957 when Congress finally passed another piece of civil rights public policies.  In fact, from 1957 to 1991, Congress passed some eight major civil rights laws to once again make African Americans into political citizens.  They are: (1) the 1957 Civil Rights Act, (2) the 1960 Civil Rights Act; (3) the 1964 Civil Rights Act; (4) the 1965 Voting Rights Act; (5) Title VII of the 1968 Civil Rights Act, known as the Equal Employment Opportunity Act; (6) the 1972 Civil Rights Act, known as the Equal Employment Opportunity Act; (7) the 1988 Civil Rights Restoration Act, and the 1991 Civil Rights Restoration Act. 
Table 1.11 tells the story for the 1957, 1960, 1964 and 1965 bills.  Immediately the table reveals that
	TABLE 1.11 ABOUT HERE
by the fifties and sixties the Democratic Party had split, into two discernible wings -- a northern and southern one.  And during this period there were no Republicans congressmen from the South.  Beyond the intraparty Democratic splits, there were as in the past, intraparty Republican splits.  This meant that bipartisanship was needed to pass these civil rights policies.  And the empirical data from the Table is that it was a combination of northern Democrats and Republicans that made up  the enacting coalition.  Not only was Republican support high in the Senate, on the 1957, 1960, and 1964 votes, the Republican Party stood one hundred percent in support of this legislation.  Even though the Republican=s presidential candidate was vehemently opposed to civil rights,[endnoteRef:88] the congressional wing of the Party made passage of it possible. [88: .	Barry Goldwater, The Conscience of a Conservative (Kentucky: Victor Publishing Company, 1960), pp. 31-38.] 
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In fact, although the northern Democrats voted one hundred percent on the 1965 bill in the House, and similarly in the senate on the 1957, 1964, and 1965 bills they needed the Republican bloc to pass the legislation.  This party adaptability in the decade of the fifties and sixties became one of bipartisanship.  Sectionalism, instead of party divergence won victories.
Table 1.12 covers the two pieces of civil rights legislation in the late sixties and early seventies when the
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Republicans had captured the White House with Richard M. Nixon.  The empirical data in this Table is once again quite revealing.  Intraparty splits, Northern Democrats and Republicans carried the day and enact this legislation into law.  Bipartisanship continued even with a Republican President in the White House.  Democratic and Republican support was essential for passage.  And once again sectional instead of Party divergence prevailed.  Here is how a group of scholars saw the passage of the 1968 and 1972 laws.
The stronger Northern Democratic support given to these laws was almost always offset by the weak support of southern Democrats.  Yet the data reveal southern Democrats offered, relatively higher support for the 1965 Voting Rights Act and the 1972 Civil Rights Act than they did for the other laws.[endnoteRef:89] [89: .	Miller & Walton., p. 20.] 


The final civil rights laws came during the Republican presidencies of Ronald Reagan and George Bush.  Table 1.13 data identified Anew patterns [that] are evident in the enactment of these two most recent civil rights 
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laws...  The Democratic Party support ratio in the House of 90% for the 1988 CRRA is almost double that of the Republican (44%).  And, this time southern Democratic support (95%) is nearly as high as the 100% support ratio of the northern Democrats.@[endnoteRef:90]  Hence, it became readily apparent from the Table that AConvergence on this policy issue between the sectional wings of the party is now taking shape.@ [90: .	Ibid., p. 20.] 

In the Senate, on the vote for the 1988 and 1981 Act, Afor the first time, the Northern and Southern wing of the Democratic Party both have a 100% support ratio.  Convergence appears to have occurred.@[endnoteRef:91]  Republican support for this legislation was much, much lower than in the past and it now appears to be moving into a significant opposition bloc.  Here, on these votes the Republican Party conservative ideological wing is dominant.  By 1994, it w as the completely dominant. [91: .	Ibid., p. 21.] 
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Adoption here meant the reconvergence of the Democratic Party two wings and a major shift away from bipartisanship.  Thus, by the 1990's and as we move into a new century, Party partisanship was replaced by sectionalism as a base for support of civil rights policies.  Again the parties diverge on civil rights policies.  And in the beginning days of this century the Republicans, as did the Democratic, in the past are seeking policy reversals of the civil rights legislation passed in the fifties, sixties, and seventies.  At the end of the last century the Democrats did it regionally, while currently, the Republicans are trying it nationally and in referendums in California and in cases before the Supreme Court, the Republican Party have achieved victories. 
At the level of government as seen from the party support for Civil Rights bills, the Democratic in the entire 19th century was not a democratic organization.  In the last half of the 20th century only the South wing have until recent continued this anti-democratic posture.  The Republican party organization exemplifies just the opposite behavior.  In the 19th , early 20th, and mid 20th century it has exhibited democratic behavior.  But beginning in the 80's and 90's their behavior have become less than democratic.  Again, in the policy area as in the organizational area, the major parties have switched positions.
African American Partisans & Political Parties as Democratic Institutions: The emergence of Some Testable Propositions

Understanding the limitations of the longitudinal data and the necessity for several surrogate measures, it is quite suggestive in terms of the nature of the concluding remarks and interpretation.  Therefore, instead of estimation a set of specific empirical based relationship between the independent and dependent variables, it seems more useful to generate a series of empirical derived testable propositions about their independent variable and await better data and/or a chance for a contemporary cross-sectional analysis.  The point here is that one does not want to over reach or overstate the data.
In Table 1.14, these testable propositions were derived from the three functional categories:  (1) electoral, 
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(2) organizations, and, (3) governance, of political parties and they suggest themselves for further empirical research on the dependent variable, parties as democratic institutions when confront with the race variable.
This data which generate these propositions, also suggest that overtime, race affect and influence the
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democratic nature of political parties in general and American political parties in particular.  Throughout American history race has become an episodic phenomena causing the parties to become more or less democratic given the circumstances at the time.  But the unique feature of this episodic phenomena is that it has rarely been bipartisan in its impact and influence.
At the level of the partisans, African American have been caught up in a nearly continual one-party system while the rest of the nation celebrated a two-party culture.  Since their first party competition in the 1856 presidential election, the Democratic and Republican parties have not been both open at the same time to the African American electorate.  It has been one-party at a time.  Then it was the Republicans.  Now it is the Democrats.  After more than 200 years of the Republican African American are yet to see an open two party system.
Thus, they have had to gain their civil liberties and rights in a one-party framework and these attainment no matter how hard they are won are subject to reversal, when the opposition party captures the government.[endnoteRef:92]  In fact, parties, like the current Republican party have found [endnoteRef:93]that it can win by opposing minority rights.[endnoteRef:94]  Thus, engenders nearly continual party conflict over the simple matter of exclusion. [92: .	Hanes Walton, Jr. & Robert C. Smith, American Politics and the African American Quest for Universal Freedom (Boston: Longman Publishers, 2000).]  [93: .	Hanes Walton, Jr., African American Power & Politics: The Political Context Variable (New York: Columbia University Press, 1998).]  [94: .	Hanes Walton, Jr., African American Power & Politics: The Political Context Variable (New York: Columbia University Press, 1998).] 

Other case-study that explore party inclusion around matter of gender, class, labor, ideology and ethnicity will go a long way in helping to establish a party behavior in this and the next millennium.  However, as we enter the first presidential election of this new millennium, none of the leading party candidates have advocated a bipartisan stand potential agreement on race so that it will not continue to be an episodic phenomena that renders political parties as less than Democratic organizations.
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