Alabama: Maturing Party Competition

Patrick R. Cotter, Samuel H. Fisher III, and Patrick Fuller

After years of a virtual Democratic monopoly over its electoral politics, Alabama has become
a politically competitive state. Reflecting this political transformation, the results of the 1991 and
2001 Grassroots Party Activists surveys show that Alabama’s Democratic and Republican party
activists are increasingly distinguishable in their social characteristics, ideological stands, and policy
positions. Also accompanying the state’s new political competitiveness has been the development of
party organizations that are now roughly balanced in terms of their strength and capabilities.

Introduction

Alabama has become familiar with party competition. The days of
Democratic dominance over Republicans in state politics are long past.
Now, Alabama’s statewide elections are frequently close contests, the mixed
results of which typically give both parties reasons for both regret and re-
joicing.! The results of the Alabama segment of the Grassroots Party Acti-
vists survey show that this competitiveness has been accompanied by the
development of party organizations which have grown more balanced in
terms of their strengths and capability, but have also become increasingly
distinct in their policy views.

Development of Political Parties in Alabama

The current competitiveness of Alabama’s politics is least apparent in
presidential elections. Republicans have carried the state in the six elections
since 1980. Several of these elections have been close contests, however,
attracting the campaign attention of one or both major parties and candidates
(Table 1). After winning the state by a large margin in 1976, Democrat
Jimmy Carter was defeated by Ronald Reagan in 1980 by less than 20,000
votes. More recent Democratic southerners have fared less well. Bill Clinton
lost by more than 100,000 votes in 1992 and 1996, while Al Gore’s defeat in
2000 was akin to the beatings received by Walter Mondale and Michael
Dukakis in the 1980s (Cotter 2002; Stanley 2003).

Republicans also dominate the state’s congressional delegation. Since
1992, the GOP has controlled five of the state’s seven House seats (though,
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Table 1. Republican Strength in Alabama, 1960-2000

Percent of Percent of Percent of  Percent of Percentof  Percent of
Presidential Gubernatorial U.S. Senate U.S. House State House State Senate

Year Vote Vote Vote Delegation Delegation Delegation
1960 42.1 29.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
1962 0.0 49.1 0.0 1.9 0.0
1964 69.5 62.5 1.9 0.0
1966 31.0 39.0 37.5 0.0 29
1968 14.0 22.1 37.5 0.0 2.9
1970 0.0 37.5 1.8 0.0
1972 72.4 33.1 42.8 1.9 0.0
1974 14.8 0.0 42.8 0.0 0.0
1976 42.6 42.8 1.9 0.0
1978 259 43.0 42.8 4.0 0.0
1980 48.8 50.0 42.8 4.0 0.0
1982 39.1 28.6 7.6 8.6
1984 60.5 36.4 28.6 12.1 12.5
1986 56.3 49.7 28.6 15.2 14.3
1988 59.2 28.6 16.2 17.1
1990 533 394 28.6 21.0 20.0
1992 47.6 33.1 429 21.9 20.0
1994 50.3 71.4 29.5 343
1996 50.1 52.5 71.4 314 353
1998 42.1 63.2 71.4 324 374
2000 56.5 71.4 343 35.2
2002 49.2 58.6 71.4 40.0 29.9

Note: Entries are the Republican percentage of the vote (for the first three columns) or the Repub-
lican percentage of seats won in the election (for the last three columns). In 1978, there also was a
special election with no Republican candidate; the results of this election (0% for the Republican)
are not shown in the table.

with the post-2000 redistricting, an under-funded Democrat came close to
winning one of these seats in 2002). Both of Alabama’s U.S. Senators are
Republicans. One, Richard Shelby, was initially elected as a Democrat in
1986. He switched parties the day after the 1994 election—a contest in
which Republicans gained a majority of seats in Congress. The other Sena-
tor, Jeff Sessions, was elected to an open seat in 1996 and then reelected in
2002 against a relatively unknown Democratic opponent.

The results of Alabama’s recent gubernatorial elections provide a good
illustration of the state’s growing party competition. Republican Fob James
won the governorship in 1994 after having held the office as a Democrat
from 1979 to 1983. He defeated incumbent governor Jim Folsom, Jr., the
son of two-term governor “Big Jim” Folsom by less than one percent of the
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vote. James’s narrow victory was aided by the Republican trend nationally,
as well as by allegations of ethical misconduct in the Folsom administration.
Ironically, Folsom was elevated to the governorship in 1993 after Repub-
lican Guy Hunt was removed from office following his conviction of the
state’s ethics law (Cotter and Gordon 1999).

James’s electoral vulnerability was evident in 1998. Despite being the
incumbent, James was challenged by several serious candidates in the GOP
primary. A vocal advocate of issues like school prayer, James had strong
support among social conservatives. James’s most serious challenge came
from Winton Blount, a Montgomery businessman and the son of “Red”
Blount, one of the pioneering members of the state’s post-World War 11
Republican Party (Strong 1972). A third candidate for the nomination was
former governor Hunt. Shortly before the filing deadline for the primary, the
state’s Pardons and Parole Board had granted Hunt a pardon on the grounds
of “innocence.” Hunt promptly entered the gubernatorial race. He finished
third, but gained enough votes to force a runoff between James and Blount.
Hunt endorsed Blount in the runoff, but James prevailed to capture the
Republican nomination.

The weaknesses exposed in the primary fight proved costly to James in
the 1998 general election. He was soundly defeated by Democrat Don
Siegelman. Siegelman’s election was a major victory for Alabama’s Demo-
crats, since he was the first Democrat elected to the governorship since
George Wallace in 1982. The centerpiece of Siegelman’s campaign was his
support for a state lottery. A lottery, Siegelman argued, would provide the
revenue necessary to address problems in the state’s public education system
(Stanley 2003, 89-90).

When put to a vote, Siegelman’s lottery proposal was defeated in a
special referendum by 54 to 46 percent. Undaunted, Siegelman used the
issue again in his reelection bid in 2002. He lost to Republican Bob Riley by
a few thousand votes, making him the third consecutive governor to lose a
reelection bid. Riley’s campaign focused on the need to reform and improve
Alabama’s state government, particularly in light of financial scandals asso-
ciated with the Siegelman administration.

Democratic dominance of the executive branch of the state government
has declined in recent years in the face of Republican gains. In 2002, Demo-
crats won only four of the nine statewide positions up for election (Lieu-
tenant Governor, Secretary of State, Public Service Commissioner and Com-
missioner of Agriculture and Industry). However, Democrats remain formid-
able at the state legislative level. While the number of Republicans has
grown, Democrats continue to hold a large majority both houses of the state
legislature. After the 2002 election, Democrats held 60 percent of the House
seats and 71 percent of the Senate seats.
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Another sign of the competitiveness of the state’s politics is seen in the
party identifications of rank-and-file Alabamians. The Democratic advan-
tage in partisan identifiers reached nearly 40 percentage points in 1982
before dropping off dramatically in 1984. There is now a rough parity in
number of Democratic and Republican identifiers in the state. Further,
neither party can claim the allegiance of a majority of Alabamians (Cotter
and Stovall 1996).

As in other southern states, party organizations in Alabama were slow
to develop. Republicans made initial inroads at the state level in the early
1960s, setting the stage for victories by presidential nominee Barry Gold-
water and several lower-ticket Republicans in the 1964 elections. Repub-
lican successes spurred Democratic organizational development. In both
parties, ideological disputes and interpersonal conflicts have reduced the
overall effectiveness of the state party organizations (Cotter 1997).

Grassroots Party Activists, 2001 and 1991

Alabama’s Democratic and Republican party activists reflect the state’s
established competitive politics. Specifically, the results of the Grassroots
Party Activists survey show that, in a number of important ways, the two
parties have become politically more distinct. At the same time, the results
also show that, in terms of organizational characteristics, the two parties
have moved towards a greater degree of similarity. Neither party’s organiza-
tion is particularly close knit, integrated, or involved. The two parties have,
however, become more equal in terms of the resources, loyalty, and activity
levels of their members.

Social Characteristics

The 1991 Alabama study found important political differences (and
fewer similarities) between Democratic and Republican political activists.
During the last decade, some of these differences, particularly those involv-
ing characteristics related to the organizational capabilities of the parties,
have diminished in size. Other partisan differences remained relatively
stable, while differences regarding still other characteristics have increased
in size.

Areas of diminishing partisan differences. Socio-economic characteris-
tics is one area in which partisan differences among activists have dimin-
ished. The 1991 study found that Republicans were generally more educated
and had a higher family income than did their Democratic counterparts.
Now, however, Democratic and Republican activists are more similar to one
another in terms of education and family income (Table 2). More than half
of both parties’ activists now hold college degrees. Incomes in both parties
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Table 2. Demographic Profiles of Alabama Party Activists,
1991 and 2001

2001 1991
Democrats  Republicans  Democrats  Republicans

Education

High school or less 19 14 31 14

Some college 26 33 26 32

College graduate 15 22 13 27

Graduate degree 40 31 30 27
Family Income

Less than $50,000 ($30,000) 35 30 36 16

$50-74,999 ($30-49,999) 27 26 25 32

$75-99,999 ($50-69,999) 18 20 19 26

More than $100,000 ($70,000) 21 25 20 27
Race

White 77 98 86 97

African-American 21 1 11 1

Other 2 1 3 1
Gender

Male 57 75 74 71

Female 43 25 26 29
Attend religious service

Once a week or more 60 69 52 52

Almost every week 10 12 20 16

Once or twice a month 12 6 10 11

Few times a year/never 19 13 18 21
Age

Median years 58 59 59 53
Grew Up

Alabama 89 75 89 71

Other Southern State 6 15 7 12

Outside South 9 11 4 17

Note: Entries are percentages, by column, except for age, where the median is reported. For income,
the numbers in parentheses are the category breaks for 1991. For example, the highest income cate-
gory in 2001 was “more than $100,000”; in 1991, it was “more than $70,000.”
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rose across the decade, especially among Democrats. One in four Repub-
licans and one in five Democrats reported family incomes of more than
$100,000 in 2001.

The parties have also become similar with regard to the age of activists.
In 1991, Democratic activists were generally older than their GOP counter-
parts. Since then, the median age of Democratic activists has remained rela-
tively stable at slightly less than 60 years old. However, the median age of
Republican activists has increased. As a result, there is now little age differ-
ence between Democratic and Republican activists.

Areas of stable partisan differences. There are also several areas in
which partisan differences or similarities have remained relatively stable.
Specifically, native southerners continue to constitute a large majority of
both parties’ activists. Democratic activists are, however, still more likely
than their GOP counterparts to be native Alabamians. Also, some political
background characteristics have remained similar for the two groups (see
Table 3). For example, when it comes to the partisan involvement of their
families, about half of both Democratic and Republican activists say that
they come from families whose members were politically active. Addition-
ally, more than 80 percent of Democratic activists say that their parents were
also Democrats in both 1991 and 2001. Pluralities of Republicans also
continue to say that their parents were Democrats. The finding that less
than one-half of GOP activists say that their mothers or fathers identified

Table 3. Political Background of Alabama Party Activists,
1991 and 2001

2001 1991
Democrats  Republicans  Democrats  Republicans

Mother’s party

Democrat 87 48 88 46

Independent 6 16 8 21

Republican 7 36 4 34
Father’s party

Democrat 87 46 88 47

Independent 5 13 6 18

Republican 8 41 6 35
Ever belong to other party 5 15 2 23

Had parents/relatives
active in parties 51 47 49 45

Note: Entries are percentages, by column.
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themselves as Republicans is, of course, consistent with both the traditional
Democratic dominance in Alabama and the more recent increase in Repub-
lican strength within the state (Cotter and Stovall 1996). This political shift
is also reflected in the results showing that Republican activists are more
likely than Democratic activists to say that they once belonged to the oppos-
ing political party.

Areas of increasing partisan differences. One area in which partisan
differences has grown is the racial composition of Democratic and Republi-
can activists. Both the 1991 and 2001 studies found that almost all Republi-
can activists are white (see Table 2). Whites, however, make up a smaller
proportion of Democratic activists in 2001, as the proportion of African-
Americans among Democratic activists increased from about 11 percent in
1991 to 21 percent in 2001. Similar changes in the difference between the
parties are found regarding gender. Between 1991 and 2001 the proportion
of females among Republicans remained stable. However, among Demo-
cratic activists, the proportion of women rose sharply from 26 to 43 percent.

Grassroots activists in Alabama are highly religious, even more so than
a decade ago. Then, 52 percent of the activists in each party reported attend-
ing religious services at least once a week. In the 2001 survey, Republicans
are somewhat more likely than Democrats to say that they attend religious
services one or more times a week. Two-thirds of the activists in both parties
identified themselves as “Born-Again” Christians. Similar proportions indi-
cated that religion had a “great deal” of influence on their daily lives.

Ideology and Policy Views

Ideology and policy views highlight another area in which partisan
differences have increased among Alabama’s party activists. During the last
decade, Alabama’s Democratic activists became more liberal, while their
GOP counterparts became more strongly conservative (Table 4). Specific-
ally, in 1991, when Democrats were asked to describe themselves ideologi-
cally, the survey found a roughly equal division between liberals, conserva-
tives and moderates. The 2001 study found, however, that a majority of
Democrats now label themselves as either “very liberal” or “somewhat
liberal.” Less than one-fifth of the Democrats identify themselves as “some-
what conservative” or “very conservative.”

Among Republicans, the heightened level of conservatism is not the
consequence of a decreasing number of moderates or liberals within the
party. In both 1991 and 2001 few Republican activists identified themselves
in these terms. Rather, the change is due to an increase in the number of
“strong conservatives” among GOP activists. In 1991 about 38 percent of
Republican activists said that they were “strong conservatives.” A decade
later, a majority described themselves this way.
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Table 4. Ideological Orientation of Alabama Activists,
1991 and 2001

2001 1991
Democrats  Republicans  Democrats  Republicans
Very liberal 16 0 10 1
Somewhat liberal 37 2 20 2
Middle road/moderate 27 6 32 11
Somewhat conservative 13 38 30 49
Very conservative _ 6 54 _ 8 38
100% 100% 100% 100%
N) (380) (430) (429) (584)
Mean 2.6 44 3.1 4.2

Note: Entries are percentages, by column. Ns are in parenthesis. Mean scores are calculated using a
five point scale (very liberal=1; very conservative=5).

A similar pattern of increased polarization is found when examining the
issue positions of activists. Table 5 displays the mean issue positions for
each parties’ activists.” Both the 1991 and 2001 surveys show that Ala-
bama’s Democratic and Republican party activists generally take different
positions on issues. Further, on each of the issues examined, Democrats are
typically more “liberal” in their views than are Republicans. Differences are
particularly large with regard to the provision of government services, gun
control, school vouchers, government regulation of health care, and abortion.
Smaller party differences are found regarding equal rights for women, prayer
in public schools, the use of racially based preferences in employment deci-
sions, and the death penalty. Activists in both parties adopted conservative
positions on the role of the government in guaranteeing a good standard of
living, the death penalty, racially-based preferences in hiring decisions, and
school prayer. Both parties’ activists adopted a liberal stand on only one
issue, whether women should have an equal role in politics and business.

Additionally, the results presented in Table 5 show that the opinion gap
between the parties has generally widened between 1991 and 2001. For
example, in 1991, Republican activists were about 40 percent more “con-
servative” in their opinions about spending on government services than
were Democratic activists. In 2001, the partisan difference had increased to
58 percent. The issue of equal rights for women is the only exception to this
pattern of increasing partisan polarization as both parties shifted in a liberal
direction.
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Table 5. Issue Orientation of Alabama Activists,
1991 and 2001

2001 1991
Democrats  Republicans  Democrats  Republicans

Govt services/spending 1.8 2.9 2.2 2.9
Control handguns 1.9 32 not asked
School vouchers 1.6 2.8 not asked
Regulation managed care 2.1 3.1 not asked
Abortion 1.9 3.1 22 2.8
Economic position women 1.8 2.7 1.9 2.5
Job discrimination — gays 23 32 not asked
Position Blacks/minorities 2.0 2.7 2.4 2.9
Jobs/standard living 2.6 34 2.5 3.2
Flat tax 24 32 not asked
Death penalty 2.6 32 not asked
Blacks hiring/employment 2.9 3.6 3.1 3.6
School prayer 3.1 3.5 33 3.5
Women equal role 1.5 1.7 1.9 2.1
(Average N agree/disagree) (386) (437) (418) (574)

Note: Entries are mean scores, which are calculated by using a four-point scale (most liberal re-
sponse=1; most conservative response=4).

Organizational Strength

The 1991 study showed that Alabama’s Republican party had a clear
organizational advantage over its Democratic opponent. Political skills,
party loyalty, and involvement were higher among GOP activists. Republi-
cans were also more likely than their Democrat counterparts to see an in-
crease in their party’s organizational strength and effectiveness.

Several results from the 2001 study indicate that this organizational gap
has narrowed, though not disappeared. First, successful political parties
require skillful and involved members. The 1991 study found that the parties
were not equal in the resources of their activists. Then, as discussed earlier,
Republicans were generally more educated and had a higher family income
than did their Democratic counterparts. Now, however, the state’s two par-
ties are roughly balanced with regard to the potential skills and abilities of
their activists. Indeed, both parties at the grassroots are currently composed
largely of individuals who possess the educational and financial resources
needed for political involvement. Similarly, as also discussed previously, the
age of activists (which may indicate either “experience” and/or energy level)
is another area in which the parties have become similar.
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Second, in 1991, Republican activists were more loyal to their party,
particularly the national party, than were Democrats. Now, the loyalty of
Democratic activists to the national party has increased to a point roughly
equal to that found among Republicans. For example, among Republicans,
about 99 percent of the activists say that they voted for either the elder or
junior George Bush in the 1988 or 2000 election, respectively. Democratic
activists (91 percent) were somewhat less likely to support Al Gore in 2000
election. Still, this is higher than the 75 percent of Democratic activists who
voted for Massachusetts governor Michael Dukakis in 1988.

Similarly, in 2001, Democrats were less likely than Republicans to say
that they “strongly” identified with their national party. This difference,
however, was larger in 1991, when 70 percent of Democrats and 89 percent
of Republicans were strong national party identifiers. In both 1991 and 2001,
strength of identification is about the same for each group with regard to the
state party. For example, in 2001, 89 percent of Democrats and 91 percent of
Republicans strongly identify with their state party.

Third, as representatives of their parties at the most local level, both
Democratic and Republican grassroots activists are more concerned with
local elections than they are with national or state contests. More than two-
thirds reported being “very active” in local elections, while half reported
such activity in state elections. Thirty-nine percent of Democrats and 48 per-
cent of Republicans were very active in national elections. Among Demo-
crats, the level of involvement in different types of campaigns remained
roughly the same between 1991 and 2001. In contrast, the level of campaign
involvement among Republican activists has declined. For example, the
number of Democrats saying that they were “very active” in state elections
did not change between 1991 and 2001. Among Republicans, however, the
number saying that they are very active in state elections decreased from
63 percent in 1991 to 51 percent in 2001. Smaller declines for GOP activists
were found regarding activity in local and national elections.

Fourth, the diminishing organizational difference between the parties is
also indicated by questions asking respondents to identify what activities
they carried out in recent election campaigns. Table 6 shows that in 1991,
Republicans were generally more active than were Democrats. In 2001,
however, partisan differences in activity levels have largely either decreased
or, for some campaign practices, been reversed. For example, in 1991,
Republicans were about 18 percent more likely than Democrats to say that
they had distributed posters or lawn signs. Now, GOP party activists con-
tinue to out-perform their Democratic counterparts in this area, but by a
smaller 8 percent margin. For some mobilization activities, Democrats im-
proved their performance levels while Republicans became less likely to
engage in the activity. Examples include organizing campaign events, door-
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Table 6. Campaign Activities of Alabama Activists,
1991 and 2001

2001 1991

Type of Activity Democrats  Republicans Democrats  Republicans
Distributed posters/lawn signs 74 82 52 70
Distributed campaign literature 73 78 65 77
Contributed money 62 79 58 80
Organized campaign events 44 38 32 44
Organized door-to-door

canvassing 38 25 28 32
Sent mailings to voters 39 44 30 50
Conducted voter registration 28 20 19 19
Arranged fundraising 28 40 24 38
Organized telephone campaigns 27 27 24 40
Dealt with campaign media 25 31 22 34
Used public opinion surveys 11 9 10 15
Purchased billboard space 7 6 6 9
Helped construct or maintain

website 4 4 not asked

Note: Entries are the percent who said that they engaged in the activity in recent campaigns.

to-door canvassing, sending mailings, and (to a lesser extent) organizing
telephone campaigns.

Fifth, activists’ assessments of their party’s resources and effectiveness
also indicate that the difference between Alabama’s Democratic and Repub-
lican parties is (slowly) growing smaller. Specifically, both the 1991 and
2001 surveys contained a set of items on which respondents were asked if
their party had gotten stronger or weaker in recent years with regard to a
number of organizational characteristics. These results can be summarized
by subtracting the proportion of respondents who say that their party has
grown “weaker” in an area of party activity from the proportion who say
their party had grown “stronger.” If the result is a number greater than zero,
then party members generally believe that their party has increased in
strength. Numbers less than zero indicate that activists generally feel their
party has grown weaker.

Table 7 shows that in both 1991 and 2001, Republicans are substan-
tially more likely to say that their party has gotten stronger, rather than
weaker, with regard to both “overall” organization and more specific activi-
ties such as campaign effectiveness, fund raising and candidate recruitment.
Democrats, in contrast, are more divided concerning whether their party has
gotten stronger or weaker. The difference between parties is particularly
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Table 7. Changes in Perceived Strength of Party Organizations,
Alabama Party Activists, 1991 and 2001

2001 1991

Change in Party Strength Democrats  Republicans Democrats  Republicans
Overall county party organization +5 +77 -3 +79
Campaign effectiveness +6 +75 -1 +69
Ability to raise funds +10 +74 +3 +65
Organizational skills of workers ~ +10 +52 +4 +54
Recruiting candidates +11 +66 +9 +66
Use of opinion polls +20 +28 +10 +46
Use of media +22 +57 +19 +54
Use of computers +48 +63 +27 +56
Strength among county voters -1 +81 not asked
(Average N) (382) (435) (404) (573)

Note: Entries are the percent perceiving improved strength minus the percent perceiving reduced
strength. In 1991, the first item asked about “overall party organization.”

large with regard to activists’ assessments of their parties’ overall organiza-
tion, campaign effectiveness and fund raising. Partisan differences are
somewhat smaller regarding “newer” aspects of politics, such as the use of
opinion polls and computers (both state parties maintain websites containing
information about party activities).

Republicans’ assessments of their party’s strengths and weaknesses
remained relatively unchanged between 1991 and 2001 (with the exception
of “use of opinion polls”). Democrats’ evaluations of their party also experi-
enced little change. However, what change did occur among Democrats was
uniformly in the positive direction, indicating a stronger party. Thus, while
the Democratic party may continue to lag behind the GOP in terms of organ-
izational resources and effectiveness, perhaps the gap is getting smaller.

Finally, one measure from the 2001 study may run counter to the con-
clusion of a narrowing organizational gap between Alabama’s Democratic
and Republican parties. This indicator involves the level of disagreement, or
factionalism, found within each party. Specifically, the 2001 (but not the
1991) survey included two items asking respondents about the level of
factionalism within their state and county party organizations. These items
show that Democrats generally see more intra-party divisions than do
Republicans. For example, a majority of Democratic activists responding say
that there is a “very high” or “moderately high” level of factionalism within
their state party. Fewer Republican activists say that the level of party fac-
tionalism at the state level is moderately or very high. Among both groups of
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activists, less factionalism is seen at the county than at the state level. Even
at the county level, however, more Democrats report a moderate or high
level of factionalism than do Republicans.

A similar conclusion is reached by calculating the standard deviations
(among each set of party activists) for those issue items that were included in
both the 1991 and 2001 surveys. These figures show (results not presented)
that overall, while there is variation across specific issues, there is more
disagreement among Democrats than among Republicans. Further, within
each party, and especially among GOP activists, the average standard devia-
tion for the issue items has gotten smaller. Thus Democrats are more likely
to argue with one another than are Republicans. However each party is mov-
ing towards more internal consistency.

Conclusion

Alabama, like its regional neighbors, has experienced much political
change in recent decades. The outcome of the Grassroots Party Activists
surveys suggests that this period of rapid change may have ended. Demo-
crats and Republicans are increasingly distinguishable in their social charac-
teristics, ideological stands, and policy positions. Further, the organizational
attributes of the two parties are becoming more equal.

With these two distinctive and developed parties, Alabama’s electoral
politics appears to have matured, moving from a period of unpredictability
into an era of stable, but closely balanced, politics. Maturity and stability (as
some of us know) does not necessarily mean uninteresting or unimportant.
Rather, with its developed electoral system, Alabama’s politics are likely to
remain interesting, hard-fought and highly competitive.

NOTES

'For information about recent Alabama politics see Cotter and Gordon 1999;
Ellington 1999; and Stanley 2003. For information about Alabama’s politics in the post-
World War II period see Barnard 1974; Grafton and Permaloff 1985; McWhorter 2001;
Permaloff and Grafton 1995; Rogers, Ward, Atkins and Flynt 1995; and Sims 1985.

’Individual issue positions range from 1 to 4, with higher scores representing more
conservative positions. Mean scores below 2.5 indicate that the party’s activists adopted a
liberal position on average; mean scores above 2.5 indicate an overall conservative posi-
tion.



34 | Patrick R. Cotter, Samuel H. Fisher IlI, and Patrick Fuller

REFERENCES

Barnard, William. 1974. Dixiecrats and Democrats: Alabama Politics, 1942-1950. Uni-
versity: University of Alabama Press.

Cotter, Patrick R. 2003. Alabama: A ‘Small Time’ Election. In The 2000 Presidential
Election in the South, eds. Robert P. Steed and Laurence W. Moreland. Westport,
CT: Praeger.

Cotter, Patrick R. 1997. Alabama. In State Party Profiles, eds. Andrew M. Appleton and
Daniel S. Ward. Washington, DC: CQ Press.

Cotter, Patrick R., and Tom Gordon. 1999. Alabama: The GOP Rises in the Heart of
Dixie. In Southern Politics in the 1990s, ed. Alexander P. Lamis. Baton Rouge:
Louisiana State University Press.

Cotter, Patrick R., and James G. Stovall. 1996. Party Identification and Political Change
in Alabama: A Mid-1990s Update. American Review of Politics 17:193-211.

Cotter, Patrick R., James G. Stovall, and Samuel H. Fisher, III. 1994. Disconnected:
Public Opinion and Politics in Alabama. Northport, AL: Vision Press.

Ellington, Thomas C. 1999. The Hidden Realignment: The 1986 Gubernatorial Race and
Party Loyalty in Alabama. American Review of Politics 20:25-47.

Grafton, Carl, and Anne Permaloff. 1985. Big Mules and Branchheads: James Folsom
and Political Power in Alabama. Athens: University of Georgia Press.

McWhorter, Diane. 2001. Carry Me Home: Birmingham, Alabama: The Climatic Battle
of the Civil Rights Revolution. New York: Simon & Schuster.

Permaloff, Anne, and Carl Grafton. 1995. Political Power in Alabama: The More Things
Change . . . Athens: University of Georgia Press.

Rogers, William Warren, Robert David Ward, Leah Rawls Atkins, and Wayne Flynt.
1994. Alabama: The History of a Deep South State. Tuscaloosa: University of Ala-
bama Press.

Sims, George E. 1985. The Little Man’s Big Friend. Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama
Press.

Stanley, Harold W. 2003. Alabama: Republicans Winning the Heart of Dixie. In The
New Politics of the Old South, eds. Charles S. Bullock, III, and Mark J. Rozell.
Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield.

Strong, Donald. 1972. Alabama: Transition and Alienation. In The Changing Politics of
the South, ed. William C. Havard. Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.2
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts false
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /SymbolMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


