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ABSTRACT

The relationship between the growth of interparty
competition and urbanization in Virginia was examined for
the period 1956-1973. An index of competition was derived
for each Presidential, Gubernatorial and Senatorial elec-
tion during the time period for each county and city. A
mean index of competition was calculated for each election
type and each county and city. The counties and cities
were then classified into ecological categories based on
their percentage of urban population as defined by the
United States Census.

The level of competition varied for the different
election types. Presidential elections were found to be
more competitive than Senatorial or Gubernatorial elections.
When the time period was divided into two groups, Presi-
dential elections in the earlier time period 1956-1964
were more competitive than elections in the latter period,
1968-1972. Gubernatorial and Senatorial elections were
less competitive in the earlier time period. No relation-
ship between urbanization and interparty competition was
found for Presidential elections. A larger proportion of
metropolitan areas were highly competitive than rural
areas for Gubernatorial and Senatorial elections.

Examination of the individual eléctions revealed
that competition on the Presidential level cannot be
associated with any ecological category. The growth of
competition on the Senatorial and Gubernatorial level was
revealed when individual elections were examined. Competi-
tion appears to have developed in the metropolitan areas
earlier in the time period than in the rural areas for
Gubernatorial elections. However, the growth of interparty
competition occurred in all ecological categories at the
Gubernatorial and Senatorial levels.

ix
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INTRODUCTION

The significance .of political parties in American
government is well reflected in the wealth of literature
devoted to an understanding of them. V. 0. Key, Jr., and
E. E. Schattschneider have asserted that political parties
are a principal democratizing feature of American politics
giving structure and organization to conflict.1 Such con-
flict has resulted in the growth of a party system in the
United States.

On the state level, however, party conflict is mani-
fested in varying ways ranging from intraparty factional
conflict in one-party states to two-party competitive poli-
tiCs.2 Since the Civil War, the South has traditionally
been the bulwark of one-party Democratic politics. However,

in the past two decades the phenomenon of Presidential

1V. 0. Key, Jr., Politics, Parties and Pressure Groups,
5th ed. (New York: Thomas Y Crowell Co., 1964):205; E. E.
Schattschneider, Party Government (New York: Rinehart and’
Co., 1959):2, '

2Although the growth of third parties at the state level
continues, their effect remains fluid, that is, they drift
in and out of existence from election to election and thus
at this point no state can truly be classified as multi-party.

2



Republicanism has been observed in the South. Indeed,
in the last two Presidential elections, 1968 and 1972, the
Democratic party has failed to win the electoral votes
from any of the original eleven states of the Confederacy.

Similarly, the years 1956-1973 saw a serious change
take place in Virginia politics as the party system moved
from one of Democratic hegemony to a system of interparty
competition at both the National and State levels. During
this time period, the Byrd organization, one-of the most
powerful political machines in the United States, lost its
political base. Party loyalty was destroyed and true
interparty competition evolved. In 1969 voters in Virginia
elected a Republican governor while the ‘Democrats retained
the other two statewide offices. 1In 1970 the Virgihia
voters elected a Congressional delegation which, for the
first time in history, was dominated by Republicans. A
majority of voters in the same year voted for the Indepen-
dent Senatorial candidate.

The presence of interparty competition ha$ been related
to a number of socioeconomic variables in other states.
This study is an isolated view of the growth of interparty
competition in Virginia and its relationship to urbaniza-
tion. Methodological issues are also considered.

The growth of interparty competition in Virginia is.



examined by analysis of Presidential, Gubernatorial, and
Senatorial election returns from 1956 to 1973. The hypoth-
esis to be tested is that interparty competition is posi-
tively related to urbanization. Patterns of competition

‘at each electoral level are examined. In addition, polit-
ical competition in individual elections is evaluated .in an

effort to identify trends.



CHAPTER 1
PREVIOUS STUDIES OF URBANIZATION

AND INTERPARTY COMPETITION

A number of attempts have been made to quantify the
relationship between level of party competition and urbani-
zation. As early as 1956, Leon Epstein examined urbaniza-
tion as a factor in the division of the two party vote
in Wisconsin.3 Epstein used ecological categories defined
by the United States Bureau of the Census which classified
geographic areas by both number and kind (urban versus
farm) of population. He found that for each of the four
Gubernatorial elections, 1948-1954, in Wisconsin, a pre-
dominantly Republican state, the Democratic party percentage
of the vote was about 55 percent in Milwaukee County and
other large urbanized centers, exceeding the Democratic
party percentage of vote in cities of 10,000 - 50,000 by’
about 10 percent. The Democratic party percéntaée of vote

in smaller cities, villages and townships was even less.

3Leon Epstein, ''Size of Place and the Division of the
Two-Party Vote in Wisconsin,'" Western Political Quarterly
9 (1956):138-50.
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These findings indicated that interparty competition in the
cities in Wisconsin was not only greater but often resulted
in the weaker party in the state receiving a majority of
votes.

In 1957, Heinz Eulau examined the relationship between

urbanization and interparty competition in elections for

the Ohio House of Representatives from 1946 to 1956.4 He
postulated that
-« . . urban structures are conducive to the existence

of competitive party systems and that there is. a
progressive transition to semi-competitive and non-
competitive (one-party) systems as areas are located
along an urban-rural ecological continuum. If the
hypothesis can be supported, one may speculate that
increasing urbanization, especially the expansion of
metropolitan areas, is favorable to the extension of

a competitive party politics as a structural requisite
of the democratic political system.d

Eulau stressed that urban and rural are theé two
poles of a continuum and that despite increased communi-
cation and assimilation of groups, differences between
city and farm were not eliminated. Eulau divided Ohio's
eighty-eight counties by size of urban aggregate and percent
of urban population, as defined by the United States Cen-

sus, into five (later reduced to four) ecological cate-

gories.

4Heinz Eulau, '"The Ecological Basis of Party Systems:
The Case of Ohio,'" Midwest Journal of Political Science 1
(1957):125-35, ' :

>Tbid., p. 126.



Eulau defined a high degree of competition as one
in which each of the two parties had won at least 25 percent
of contests in the six elections studied. Semi-competitive
districts were defined as those where one party won less
than 25 percent of the contests but was able to stimulate
strong opposition to the dominant party. Specifically, he
classified districts in which one party won less than 25
percent of contests but more than 40 percent of the vote
in four of the six elections into the semi-competitive
category. Noncompetitive districts were defined as those
in which one party failed to win either 25 percent of the
elections or at least 40 percent of the Vvote in four of the
six contests. ELEulau's definitions of party competition and
ecological categories are significant since future.re-
searchers challenge his results on this basis.

To measure the relationship between the two'VafiableS,
Eulau cross tabulated the three .levels of competition
and the four ecological categories. Forty-one percent of
the Metropolitan areas in Ohio fell into the competitive
party system classification. Only 10 percent of urban
areas were truly competitive by Eulau's definition while

N . 6 ..
10 percent of rurban areas fell into this category. No

6Rurban areas are areas with urban aggregates of 2,500
or more population and a ratio of urban and rural non-farm



rural areas were found to be competitive.

Only 18 percent of the metropolitan areas fell into
the noncompetitive category, while 40 percent of the urban,
70 percent of the rurban and 55 percent of the rural areas
fell into this classification. The large percentage of
semi-competitive rural areas (45 percent) indicated that in
some counties the Democratic party had been able to main-
tain strength. Eulau's results led him to suggest that
perhaps the dominance of one party in the rurban and rural
counties is related to the strength of the Republican party
in the state as a whole. His findings support the hypothe-
sis that level of competitive party politics is related
to degree of urbanization.

In 1958 Masters and Wright attempted to explain voting
trends in Michigan in terms of ecological variables.7 They
separated Michigan's eighty-three counties into six types
based on economic activity and geographic location. The

six types used were urban, farm-urban, farm, mineral,

population of less than 80 percent. These areas are the
link in the continuum between the urban areas and the rural
areas.

7Nicholas A. Masters and Deil S. Wright, "Trends and
Variations in the Two-Party Vote: The Case of Michigan,"
American Political Science Review 52 (1958):1078-90.




forest upper and forest lower. Their hypothesis was that
there was more variation among the different county types:
than within each category. However, wide variations in
the percentage of votes cast for each party emerged among
cities of the same size. From this they concluded that size
of place was inadequate for explaining voting patterns in
Michigan. This was in direct contrast to the findings
of Epstein.8 Analysis of the Democratic and Republican
vote for Gubernatorial elections from 1948-1958 revealed
greater degrees of competition in urban, mineral and forest
upper regions where Democrats were dominant. Farm, farm-
urban, and forest lower regions were Republican doﬁinated.
However both parties continued to receive a considerable
percentage of votes in all areas resulting in two party
competition. Further analysis revealed a positive correla-
tion between occupational status and party .strength;
managers, officials and proprietors supported the'Republif
cans and unskilled and semi-skilled labor supported the
Democratic candidates.

In 1960, Gold and Schmidhauser -attempted to assess

the relationship between interparty competition and

o

8Epstein,§. 141.
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urbanization in Iowa.9 They used selected contests for
county office, éhe state House of Representatives and
Governor. They chose the same time period as Eulau, 1946-
1956, for their study. Alfhough they used results for
different types of elections to construct their index of
interparty competition, they contended that if the Eulau
hypothesis was correct it should be supportable using their
measures.

The Gold and Schmidhauser measure of competition
differed significantly from Eulau's in that it was con-
structed from percent of contests won rather than percent
of vote cast for either party. If a party won all of the
seven county offices for and period 1946-1956 the county
was designated as straight Democratic or straight Republi-
can. If one party failed to capture at least three of
seven contests in a county it was designated as generally
Democratic or generally Republican. If each party won
at least three contests, the system for the county was
designated as Two-Party. For Congressional elections, a
county electing representatives from only one party for

the time period was designated straight Democratic or

9David Gold and John R. Schmidhauser, "Urbanization
and Party Competition: The Case of Iowa,' Midwest Journal
of Political Science 4 (1960}:62-75.
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straight Republican,. If a party carried five of six

elections it was designated generally Democratic or gener-
ally Republican. Counties with other combinations were
designated as Two-Party. For Gubernatorial elections a
county giving a majority of its votes to the same party in
all six elections was designated as straight Democratic
or straight Republican. If a majority of votes in five of
six elections were cast for one party then the county was
designated generally Democratic or generally Republican.
Other combinations were designated as two party counties.

The ninety-nine counties of Iowa were given an
urbanization index number computed on. the basis éf fogr
factors; the percent employed in industry other than
agriculture, percent urban population, percent of the
population in centers of 5,000 or more, and the population
of the largest center in each county. The number 100
represented the state as a whole. An index number greater
than 100 indicated a degree‘of urbanization greater than
the state as a whole. The range was 142 (Polk County
containing Des Moines) to 58.

At the county election level and the state tepresenta-
tive level, Gold and Schmidhauser concluded that '"the

amount of party competition does not vary systematically with
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; ] 10 .
urbanization." On the Gubernatorial level the Eulau

hypothesis 1is supported; greater competition is observed
in the urban areas.

Gold and Schmidhauser combined the three electoral
levels into five categories of party competition. Using
a combined index of party competition, no relationship
between party competition and urbanization was found. On
the basis of their classifications they concluded that

there very definitely is no relationship
between urbanization and party competition. In
addition, it should be explicitly noted that there
is not even indication of a tendency toward a posi-
tive association; but rather there is a tendency

at the local levels toward greater party competi-

tion among the less urban counties.ll

Cognizant of the contradictory findings of Eulau
and Gold and Schmidhauser, Phillips Cutright undertook a
study examining the relationship between urbanization and
two party competition at the county level in ten states.
Cutright asserted that differences in definition of the

variables explained the differences in results. The Gold

and Schmidhauser definition of urbanization was a composite

Yipid,, p. 67.

N1pid., p. 73,

12Phillips Cutright, "Urbanization and Competitive
Party Politics," Journal of Politics 25 (1963):552-64.
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which included factors not considered by Eulau in his eco-
logical categories. The Eulau study considered the percent
of the vote given to the winning candidate in each county
while Gold and Schmidhauser defined competition by number
of contests won. Cutright attempted to define the varia-
bles so that comparable studies could be carried out in a
number of states and the interparty competition-urbaniza-
tion hypothesis could be tested. Contests at the state
level were chosen for study. Competition was measured in
the Cutright study by the percentage of the vote given to
the Democratic candidate in an election. Counties were
classified as competitive if the Democratic candidate
received between 37 - 63 percent of the vote. Other coun-
ties were classified as noncompetitive. Of 815 counties
in 10 states, 245 were noncompetitive in the elections
studied.

The Cutright study introduced controls for both reli-
gion and degree of manufacturing. These factors are not
independent of urbanization and have been shown to influ-
ence individual partisanship.13 Cutright found that areas
with high manufacturing, high Catholic, and high urban

population were overwhelmingly competitive (97 percent).

13Angus Campbell, Philip E. Converse, Warren E. Miller,
and Donald E. Stokes, The American Voter: An Abridgement
(New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1964):48.
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As each of the three variables was removed, the probability
of a county maintaining a competitive system was reduced,
although a positive relationship between urbanization and
interparty competition, still held. When the counties were
weighted by size of population, the hypothesis was still
supported. Cutright concluded that '"when standardized
measures are applied, urbanization is positively associated
with competitive party politics.”14

Kenneth Janda in a discussion of the application of
information processing in Political Science again raised
questions about the conflicting results of the studies of
the urbanization-interparty competition hypothesis.
Janda suggested that measures of interparty competition
should be quantitative variables so that simple product
moment correlation coefficients could be calculated to test
their relationship to other variables. Janda's measurement
of interparty competition was the percentage difference
in votes between the candidates of the two major parties.
The smaller this difference, the more competition existedu

The percentage of the county's population residing in urban

‘cutright, p. 563.

5Kenneth Janda, Data Processing, 2nd ed. (Evanston,
Northwestern University Press, 1969):177-85.
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areas of 2,500 or more as reported in the 1950 United

States Census was used as the measure of urbanization.

Using election results for President, Secretary of State

and Prosecuting Attorney in 92 Indiana counties, Janda found
all correlation coefficients to be negative, although small,
supporting the hypothesis.

In 1968 Coulter and Gordon reviewed the foregoing
studies in an attempt to analyze their conflicting results.l
They identified two basic categories of problems in the
previous research, methodological and conceptual. Methodo-
logically, they identified problems of definition of varia-
bles, different sites, time periods, particular elections
and different offices. Conceptually, the authors identified
problems with the use of county election data because of
the variation in ecological character of counties., In
addition, they contended that studies had failed to distin-
guish between different types of one-party, non-competitive
systems. Finally Coulter and Gordon noted the failure to
examine trend toward interparty competition. These ques-

tions are particularly relevant to a study of a Southern

10p1i1ip Coulter and Glen Gordon, "Urbanization and
Party Competition: Critique and Redirection of Theoreti-
cal Research,'" Western Political Quarterly 21 (June 1968):
274-87.




state.

As recently as 1970, Bonjean and Lineberry used the
1960 Presidential election results for all counties to test
the interparty competition-urbanization hypothesis.l7
Urbanization was defined by size of population as well as
percent foreign born and percent non-white. The interparty
competition measure used was the percent of vote for the
winning party in the 1960 Presidential election. This
study found no significant relationship between interparty
competition and urbanization.

The problem of defining the variables and testing the
interparty competition-urbanization hypothesis continues

unresolved.

17Charles M. Bonjean and Robert L. Lineberry, '"The
Urbanization-Party Competition Hypothesis: ‘A Comparison of
A1l United States Counties,'" Journal of Politics 32 (May
1970):305-21.

16



CHAPTER T1I
DEVELOPMENT OF A MEASURE OF

INTERPARTY COMPETITION

The foregoing studies were difficult to interpret
or compare because of the varying definitions of inter-
party competition. At the same time as some political
scientists were relating interparty competition to urban-
ization, others were attempting to .define interparty compe-
tition.

A variety of measures of interparty competition have
been developed reflectihg different objectivgs of applica-
tion. Pfeiffer identifies five of these objectives as
(1) evaluating varying competition between offices,; (2)
evaluatinglvaryiﬁg competition between states, (3) evaluat-
ing varying competition over different years, (4) measuring
divergence from the two party system and (5) measuring

the stability of the party system.18 A sixth application,

18David G. Pfeiffer, "The Measurement of Interparty |
Competition and Systematic Stability,' American Political
Science Review 61 (June 1967):461.

e ——— - _1_7___
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prediction of election outcomes, is well known to all who
follow election evening news reports,

Common to all measurements are considerations of (1)
time period, (2) election(s) and (3) measurement of compe-
tition. Time periods which are too long may obscure major
realignments while time periods which are too short may
overemphasize the effect of an aberrant election. Elec-
tions at different levels (local, state, national) should
be expected to have varying patterns of party competition.
Combining votes for different offices may serve to neutralize
any differences.

St;tistically, measures of competition can be divided
into two broad categories, retrospective analytic measure-
ments and probabilistic predictive models. The retrospective
analytic models can further be subdivided between those
employing noﬁinal or ordinal scales, and those,emplo?ing
interval scales of measurement.

The retrospective analytic models dominate political
research most probably because of their ease of measurement
and understanding. In 1954, Ranney and Kendall constructed
a nominal classification of state party systems based on

voting patterns for President, Governor and Senator.

19Austin Ranney and Willmoore Kendall, "The American



In the same year Belle Zeller classified state party
systems into five similar categories using the percentage
of legislative seats held by the dominant party.20

Joseph Schlesinger further refined classifications
of party competition by specifying two dimensions of
measurement.21 As an overall dimension, he defined the
division of party control for a particular office and time
period. The second dimension, called the cyclical dimen-
sion, measured the rate of alternation of parties-in con-
trol of an office. He then located the states on a spatial
model where each dimension represented one axis.

In order to measure political party strength,
Golembiewski proposed a method of classification building

on the Ranney-Kendall, Zeller and Schlesinger modéls‘.22

Party Systems,'" American Political Science Review 48 (June
1954):477-85.

2OBe11e Zeller, ed., American State Legislatures: Re-
port of the Committee on American Legislatures, American

19

POllthal Science Assoc1at10n (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell,

1954):189-213.

21Joseph Schlesinger, "A Two-Dimensional Scheme for
Classifying the States According to Degree of Inter-Party
Competition,'" American Political Science Review 49 (Septem-
ber, 1955):1120-1128, Idem, "The Structure of Competition
for Office in the American States,' Behavioral Science 5
(July 1960):197-210.

22Robert T. Golembiewski, '"'A Taxonomic Approach to
State Political Party Strength," Western Political Quarterl

b

11 (1958) 494-513,
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Combining the percentage of minority legislature seats in
both houses with trichotomous measures (invariably, most
often, not usually the same) of party control in the two
houses of the state legislature and the governor,.he
defined three classifications, One-Party States, Weak
Minority Party States and Two-Party States.23

Finally in an attempt ‘to bring together the useful
aspects of all previous measures, Hofferbert constructed
an ordinal rank order scheme which was manipulatable by
statistical techniques.24 Using election results from
1932-1962 for President, Governor, and Senator, Hofferbert
employed measurements of majority party strength, minority
party strength, and alternation in office, and constructed
a rank ordering of the states by degree of competition.

In 1968 Zody and Luttberg correlated the measures
of Ranney-Kendall, Dawson-Robinson, and Hofferbert and

found high Spearman rank order correlations between the

v23A similar method was employed by Dawson and Robinson
in Richard E. Dawson and James A. Robinson, ''Interparty
Competition, Economic Variables, and Welfare Policies in
the American States," Journal of Politics 25 (May 1963):
265-89.,

24Richard I. Hofferbert, '""Classification of American
Party Systems,' Journal of Politics 26 (1964):550-
67.
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measures (Range .89-.99).25 They concluded therefore that the

major differences between measures were subjective not empir-
ical. The measures were more similar than different. There
was significant correlation between measures regardless
of time period or offices and most importantly the level
of competition among the states was relatively stable in the
time period studied, 1914—1963.26
It is not surprising that Zody and Luttberg. found such
high correlations between these measures of competition.
All of the measures used the "state' as the political unit.
Inter-party competition at the state level is much easier
to assess because local differences will be minimized.
Classifications at the statée level are not useful
in assessing political competition on the county level for
two reasons. A state classification represents a composite
of electoral behavior thfoughout'the state. Party dominance
in different areas may be neutralized. For example, New
York State is classified as Two-Party in-most classification
schemes. -However, individual areas of the state are clearly

non-competitive. The effect of Republican upstate is

25Richard E. Zody and Norman Luttberg, "An Evalua-
tion of Various Measures of State Party Competition,"
Western Political Quarterly 21 (December 1968):723-24,

2%1bid., p. 724.
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counterbalanced by Democratic New York City. Secondly,

such classifications do not reveal trends toward or away
from interparty competition. A more complex measure is
necessary.

Another class of retrospective analytic measurements
which has been developed ‘are interval measurements more
directly amenable to further statistical manipulation. These
measures have an advantage in that they can be constructed
for a small time period such as one election for one
office and trend can be examined. In addition, when neces-
sary, they can be transformed back into nominal form. The
most basic of these measures is fhe percent of vote given
to one party in an election for one office. Key employed
the mean pegcentage of vote given to the Democratic candi-
date from 1906-1953 for Gubernatorial elections.27 In
this way he classified twenty-one Northern states by level
of competition in Gubernatorial races. Pfeiffer expanded
this method by using data from Presidential, Senatorial,
and Gubernatorial races and calculated the arithmetic .mean

percentage of vote given to each party from 1940-1964, %8

27Vv 0. Key, Jr., American State Politics: An Intro-
duction (New York, Alfred A. Knopf, 1956):909.

28pfeiffer, pp. 457-67.
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Using the results he classified the states into categories
of competition. This measure allows for more than mere
classification in that trend can be examined from one time
period to the next and rate of change can be measured.z
These measures can be readily adapted to the county level.

In 1948 Louis Bean proposed a probability model for
election outcome prediction.30 He synthesized a number
of political elements and produced a guide to forecasting
elections. Similar probability models of the percentage
of vote given to each candidate are constructed at election
timé'by pollsters and political analysts. Using key pre-
cincts and relating their returns to issues, outcomes
are projected with the assistance of the éomputer_using com-
prlex formulae.

Mark Stern proposed a method of predicting election
outcomes based on a probability model for interparty compe-
tition.31 He used parametric statistics in combination

with perceptions of electoral outcomes of local political

291bid., p. 464.

30Louis Bean, How to Predict'Elections (New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1948). '

31Mark Stern, '"Measuring Interparty Competition:
A Proposal and a Test of a Method,'" Journal of Politics
39 (1972):891-904.
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leaders. The Stern methodology was particularly adapted

to local elections where issues were more clearly defined
and perceptions more readily sampled.

Most recently, David Elkins proposed a measurement

. Lo 2

of party competition based on the laws of probablllty.3
The measurement involved assessing the distribution of
party loyalties and identifications.

The most competitive possible situation results

from purely random influences which are unrelated

to one another over time. The key step in translating

this informal conception into a useful measure of

party competition requires that we see changeability,

randomness, and hence uncertainty as variable

properties of party systems.33

Elkins model is applied to Canadian politics where

parties are more ideological than in the United States.

However, the model has much theoretical and methodological

value.

32David J. Elkins, "The Measurement of Party Competi-
tion," American Political Science Review 68 (1974):682-
700.

3315id., p. 686.



CHAPTER III

DEFINING THE VARIABLES
A. Interparty Competition

As the foregoing discussion of the definition of inter-
party competition indicates, the objectives of its applica-
tion dictate its construction. A measure of interparty
‘COmﬁetitién should satisfy four basic requirements. It
should:

1) be independent of the number of candidates in an
election because of the variable number. An active third
party can contribute to party competition and cannot be
ignored in an analysis of competition.

2) be independent of the size of a locality or number
of voters because of the expected variation in urban and
rural areas.

3) Dbe independent of expected variations$. For example,
if senatorial competition is to be evaluated a measure
of alternation is inappropriate particularly in the case
of two senators from different parties who are reelected by

large margins. The measure of competition may be high

25
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although competition for each office may be low.

4) be comparable over different elections and differ-
ent geographic or political units if it is to be useful
for political research and understanding of voting patterns.

The objective of this study is to relate the growth of
interparty competition to urbanization in a Southern
state, the Commonwealth of Virginia. The difference between
national and statewide party politics in the South dictates
the separation of these elections 'in any measure. Secondly,
to observe trends, a measure for each contest is necessary.

An index of competition was generated which represents
the proportional difference in votes and meets the above
requirements.34 This index was computed for each county
and independent city for each Presidential, Gubernatorial,
and Senatorial election from 1956 to 1973.

Mathematically,

Votes for _ Votes for
Candidate 1 Candidate 2

INDEX OF COMPETITION =

Total votes
Candidates 1 and 2 are the two candidates receiving

the highest number of votes in the election. '"Total votes"

34This measure is similar to that proposed by Kenneth
Janda (Janda, p. 110), except that it is not restricted
to two major parties because of the active role of third
parties.
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the election for all candidates. This

statistic represents the winning margin as a proportion

of all votes cast.

.0000 represents

no competition,

It will vary from ,0000 - 1.0000 where
very high competition and 1.000 represents

Thus, the smaller an index value, the

greater the degree of competition.

The use of the computer allows the computation of

this statistic which although not mathematically complex,

can be numerically cumbersome.

Data was entered on cards

in the following manner:

ID Code Election 1 Election 2
1D CAND 1| CAND 2| TOTAL | CAND 1] CAND 2| TOTAL
CODE | VOTES | VOTES | VOTES | VOTES | VOTES | VOTES
6-11 12-17 | 16-23 | 24-29 | 30-35 | 36-41

The indices
type were summed
calculated. The

distribution and

probability.

of competition for elections of the same
for each county and the mean and variance
distributions of means approach the normal

allow the application of the laws of

4

These calculations were all done on the -GE415 computer

using a FORTRAN IV program.

(See Appendix A) The program

is designed for data entered in the format already described

but can be easily adapted tn election data available in

other formats.

The advantage of this method of computation

is that it is dynamic and can be updated as more data
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;becomes available. Because a measure can be derived for
. each individual election, trends can be observed using
this measure.

Presidential, Gubernatorial and Senatorial elections
were chosen specifically in order to compare interparty
competition across the state. This statistical measurement
could be applied to contests for. local office. However,
local issues and personality of the individual candidate,
factors often unrelated to party competition, have great
‘impact in these elections and make comparison across the

state less meaningful.
B. Political Units

During the time period covered by this study, 1956-
1973, some of the counties and cities in Virginia were
combined while others were divided. 1In cases where two
.counties were merged during the time period, electoral
data were combined from the beginning of the time period.
If a county or city was split during the time period, elec-
tion results were recombined so that 126 political units
could be identified consistently throughout the study. The
alterations are .explained in detail below.

Election returns f;om‘Colonial Heights were combined

* with data‘from.Chestgrfield County. Election statistics
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for Norfolk County and South Norfolk were combined to

form Chesapeaké reflecting the merger which occurred in
1964. Franklin City, which first appeared as an independent
city in 1964 was recombined with the new Southampton

County to form Southampton County. Princess Anne and
Virginia Beach were combined, reflecting a consolidation
‘which occurred in 1964. Fairfax County and City were
considered as one unit since their separation occurred in
1961 and therefore is not reflected in electoral data before
that time. Election returns for Lexington and the new
Rockbridge counties were combined into the old Rockbridge
County which existed before the division in 1965. Although
South Boston was separated from Halifax County in 1960
results of all subsequent elections were combined with
Halifax. Election statistics from Emporia and Greensville
‘were combined. Results for Roanoke County represent a
combination of Salem and Roanoke County, although since

1968 they have existed as separate political units. Bedford
City and Bedford County, also separated since 1968, were
combined for the study. The resulting 126 counties and

cities used in the study are listed in Appendix B.
C. Ecological Areas

In order to relate interparty competition to urbani-



30
zation it was necessary to group counties and cities
‘according to degree of urbanization. The counties and
independent cities in Virginia were classified into four
ecological categories: metropolitan, urban, uruban and
rural. The basis of these classifications was the percent
of urban population as determinéd and defined by the 1960
Census.

Metropolitan areas were defined as those counties
and cities identified as part of the six Standard Metropoli-
tan Statistical Areas. The center of each SMSA is a
city (or combination of 2) of at least.S0,000 inhabitants.
In addition the counties around the city which form an
integrated economic unit were included in the SMSA. More
than one half of the population of Virginia resided in the
SMSA in 1960.

The urban areas are defined as those with 100 percent
urban population excluding those areas in the SMSA's.

The rurban areas are defined as those areas with 1less
than 100 percent but greater than 0 percent urban popula-
tion. These counties range from 54.2 percent urban popula-
‘tion in Warren County to 8.4 percent in Nansemond.

Rural counties are those with 0 percent urban popula-
tion.

Table.1l summarizes the classification scheme.
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Counties and cities as well as their ecological designa-

tion are listed in Appendix B.
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