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Abstract: How did individuals’ religious faith, the denominational population of their neighborhood, and the physical presence of a church or synagogue alter neighborhood political behavior? This paper explores the relationship between belief, populations of congregants, and the presence of religious institutions using a spatial dataset on Detroit in the 1950s. Voting for the Democratic Party in the 1952 presidential elections and more left-wing voting for the Progressive Party and against a “anti-sedition” measure of the McCarthy Era are considered. The geographic presence of churches and synagogues are shown to affect political outcomes, both within neighborhoods and in adjoining ones. The presence of Protestant churches, net of the affects of their populations of congregants, is associated with depressing the left-wing vote; the presence of synagogues and Catholic churches are related to higher incidence of support to progressive electoral outcomes. The presence of black Protestant churches is related to a higher incidence of Democratic Party voting, but it does not alter Progressive Party vote totals and results in increased support for anti-sedition legislation. Geographic information systems are used to show the relationship between religious dominance in neighborhoods and political outcomes.


Religion, despite its otherworldly characteristics, has concrete consequences for temporal life. Weber’s (1930) classic study, The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, called attention to the role of religious convictions for economic activity. Similarly, voting studies originating in the 1950s (Berelson, Lazarsfeld and McPhee 1954; Lenski 1958) suggest that religion has an important impact on politics and voting. Notwithstanding the secularization thesis, the idea that as societies modernize, there is a decline in the “social prominence or cultural influence of religion” (Wuthnow 1988:297), recent studies have demonstrated that its impact on American voting patterns has been relatively stable over the last half century (Manza and Brooks 1997). 


What is it about the religious experience that produces its effect on politics? Researchers have considered the intensity of religious activity (with the idea that the more intense the religious activity, the more pronounced the effect on political behavior), the particular theology involved (some theologies are more consistent with conservative political ideas, and others more conducive to liberal politics (Wald et al. 1988)), the amount of contact with the church (associational bonds) and with fellow congregants (communal bonds) (Lenski 1963) and (in a few studies) church and communicant geography (Huckfeldt et al. 1993), in search of the mechanisms involved in this relationship (Lipset 1963; Manza and Brooks 1999). 


Using a novel historical dataset on Detroit in the 1950s, we systematically explore the importance of individuals’ faith, the local concentration of congregants of specific denominations, and the geographic presence of a church or synagogue within neighborhoods on political outcomes. We see our main contribution as twofold: the comprehensiveness of our consideration of these factors for all of the main religious groups, and our focus on the relevance of church/synagogue geography for neighborhood voting. While studies have considered the geography of church membership in aggregate (Land, Deane and Blau 1991; Finke and Stark 1988; Breault 1989; Webster 2000) and others have addressed the importance of individual-level church membership (Manza and Brooks 1997) no study to date has assessed the independent contributions of individual faith, neighborhood composition of religious congregants, and the geographic proximity of a church or synagogue on voting behavior. Our data permit us to test hypotheses on all three components of religiosity using spatial models.

Since most studies of religion and politics have used national surveys, they tend to ignore the local context and geographic factors. A couple of local case studies have considered the importance of churches in neighborhoods (Foladare 1968; Huckfeldt et al. 1993), yet these studies do not examine religious denominations in general. Foladare’s study of Buffalo, New York examines the role of religion on political party preference in 1960. It restricts comparison to religiously mixed vs. Catholic neighborhoods, and only considers whites. The 1993 Huckfeldt et al. study of South Bend, Indiana is more comprehensive. It attempts to identify the political consequences of parish and neighborhood contexts for political partisanship and views on abortion using panel data. The authors examine Catholics and Non-Catholics, and explain that “the Catholics in our sample are less likely to experience neighborhoods and parishes that emit divergent political signals, and hence it is more difficult to uncover the pattern of interdependent effects present among Catholics” (Huckfeldt et al. 1993:374). 


Another strand of recent research explores the disruptive (as opposed to integrationist) potential of religion, and religion as a resource for social movement activities (McVeigh and Sikkink 2001; Harris 1994; Borer 1996; Morris 1984). Notably, Morris (1984) finds that in the climate of the segregated South, the black church was the crucial resource which allowed the modern civil rights movement to succeed. And as Greeley (1972:103) points out, “American Protestantism was intimately connected with the abolition movement during the Civil War, with the progressive movement at the beginning of the present century and with the temperance movement which led to the passage of the Prohibition amendment.” 


We offer a comprehensive historical case study of the influence of five religious groups on neighborhood politics in post-war Detroit. We select Detroit due to the unique opportunities it offers
 and to the availability of survey and aggregate data, as well as detailed information on the location of churches and synagogues. The religious environment of Detroit was similar to northern and mid-western industrial cities during that period.
 In order to overcome some of the problems associated with ecological analyses, and to satisfy our goal of comprehensiveness, we identify the influence of individual faith on voting and concentrations of people of certain religious denominations using survey data, but our particular contribution is to show how the presence of churches
 within neighborhoods mattered for both conventional and more left-wing (social-movement-like) voting patterns. 


We do not contend that the associations uncovered here hold for all times and places. The nature of religion in U.S. society has changed substantially over time, and these changes must be kept in mind when generalizing our findings. In the conclusion, we identify some of the main changes in U.S. religion since the beginning of the post-war period, and speculate about how those changes may impact the applicability of our findings to other times.

The 1952 Election and Michigan Proposal 3

Our dependent variables are specifically chosen to reveal the affect of religion on mainstream voting and on social-movement-like voting. We use voting for the Democratic Party candidate measured both as individual political behavior — the self-report of how survey respondents voted — and in aggregate — the precinct level election returns — to explore the connection between religion and conventional electoral behavior. Our consideration of votes for the Progressive Party and against Proposal 3 use only precinct-level returns to understand how religion is associated with support for social-movement related issues. This is a period in which McCarthyism was in full swing and political battles were fierce. While the Democratic Party supported the repeal of the Taft-Hartley Act, its basic stance was anti-Communist. The Progressive Party, on the other hand, which was endorsed by the Communist Party, supported the rights of the foreign born, racial minorities, and the poor (Smallwood 1983). Michigan Proposal 3, which sought to restrict the rights of political radicals, engaged in “seditious” behavior, was believed to target the political left and recent immigrants.

Religion and Politics 


How do religious experiences impact social life? While our impressions may suggest that churchgoing and the centrality of churches in American society has declined over time, membership in churches has actually remained relatively constant over the last 100 years (Wald 1989: 9; Putnam 2000:65-66; Manza and Brooks 1999). According to Hout and Greeley (1998:118, citing Hout and Greeley 1987) “We could find no evidence for religious secularization as measured by attendance at religious services in the United States over the past half century” although they did find a reduction in Catholic participation between 1968 and 1975. Religion and its institutions have been and continue to be an important component of American society.


Sociologists of religion divide on how religion impacts politics. Greeley (1972:65) summarizes: “religion can hold society together, or it can tear it apart. It can substitute for political radicalism, or it can facilitate political radicalism of the wildest most demonic sort.” In effect, the role of religion is contingent; the nature and intensity of its impact varies across time and space. Our objective is to help to elaborate the conditions under which religious presence in neighborhoods acts as a politically conservative social integrator, or, alternatively, those under which it is conducive to more critical or left-leaning politics. Others have already elaborated the role of individual religious affiliation on individual political behavior. And some have investigated the role of concentrations of religious populations in neighborhoods on political behavior. But little is known about the role of the physical presence of the church on neighborhood politics. So, what are the relevant conditions? 


Some conditions determine the direction of the effect. These include the general theological message of the religion (as represented by the major denominations) and the social class and family income of the communicants involved. Other conditions affect the intensity of the effect. Concentrations of communicants in neighborhoods are likely to intensify the impact. Religious theology is important to consider because different denominations convey different political messages to their members.


Previous work has shown that class locations and voting patterns are associated across spatial maps (XXXX 2003; XXXX 2002; Harvey 1985; Katznelson 1981; Manza, Hout and Brooks 1995; Massey and Meegan 1985; Urry 1981, 1985). The social class of communicants is of crucial importance to religious voting patterns since the religious experience in the U.S. tends to be segregated by class (Lazarsfeld et al. 1944; Allinsmith and Allinsmith 1948; Berelson et al. 1954; Glantz 1959). This is because, as Lenski notes (1963:79), “differences in the geographical location of groups in a community are usually linked to differences in their location in the class structure of the community.”


When congregants share a common class background, class is likely to reinforce their religious experiences. Black Protestants have been mainly working class, and hence, have been supporters of Democratic Party voting. Likewise, Black churches have been strongly Democratic. Members of certain white Protestant denominations, on the other hand, are mostly upper and middle class; these tend to enhance Republican Party voting.


Specific neighborhood constellations are relevant for voting behavior (Tingsten 1937; Katz and Eldersveld 1961; Foladare 1968; Petras and Zeitlin 1967; Huckfeldt 1986; XXXX 2003). Foldare’s study of Buffalo, New York neighborhoods found that “among white Protestants, living in neighborhoods with high concentrations of Catholics has the effect of significantly reducing their tendency to affiliate with the Republican Party and increasing the likelihood of non-affiliation with a political party” (1968:521). We extend this reasoning and suggest that concentrations of all religious denominations, as well as the presence of church buildings, potentially impact neighborhood-voting practices of all residents.

Churches as Political Resources


In political battles, partisans need resources and allies in order to deliver their messages to potential supporters and participants. For underdogs, the lack of resources and of powerful allies are pressing problems. Churches are in the position to offer assistance. “Churches enjoy a very positive image in American society — a level of prestige that can yield political credibility. In terms of access and communication, churches are powerful organizations with formal membership, headquarters, regularly scheduled group meetings, publications, and full-time professional leadership. Because of patterns of association in American society, the church is often the only such well-organized group to which a citizen is likely to belong. If a church wants to transmit political messages, it has the apparatus to do so with great efficiency” (Wald 1989:35).


Political action often requires a meeting place. Among the major social institutions, churches stand out in their potential to offer the use of buildings, which political activists might put to use. When community groups use church meeting space, attendees are exposed to internal bulletin boards that announce the current events and concerns of the home church. Churches are often prominently situated on busy streets, and have the ability to announce events to the surrounding community through outdoor signs, bulletins, and to make announcements at services. In these ways, religious institutions have the potential to provide political resources to their communities and to communicate political ideas. 


Zald and McCarthy
 (1994:69) emphasize that “religious groups are fertile soil for social movement birth and growth because they are face-to-face groups that are constituted around some commonly held beliefs.” Churches’ political stances may become visible to neighbors through their actions (advertising, canvassing, projects, etc.) or through political (or countermovement) responses to their stances. Ed Rowe, a Methodist pastor in Detroit, recalls that during the late 1950s, “I moved to a house on Seven Mile and Morang that was a block away from the United Methodist Church. One day the John Birch Society was picketing the church. Another day, Donald Lobsinger [right-wing populist] was picketing the church and I said, ‘Hum, I don’t know what’s going on in that church, but it can’t be all bad.’ I went over and got to know this pacifist pastor…” (Mast 1994:233). 


For the Catholic Church, the physical presence of the church is important in its own right. It is not uncommon for neighborhoods to become known by the name of the Catholic Church. Especially during earlier decades, Catholic clergy and parishioners moved out of the church and into the neighborhoods with parades and processions, carnivals, and other events. As summed up by McGreevy (1996:24): “Catholic practice depended upon Catholic theology, and more specifically a theological belief that the individual came to know God, and the community came to be church, within a particular, geographically defined space.” 


We expect to find that the physical presence of churches impacted the politics of surrounding neighborhoods in different ways because different denominations were associated with different political views. The Catholic faith has, since the 1930s, been associated with support for the Democratic Party (and its anti-communism), while certain Protestant denominations have mainly been associated with support for the Republican Party. Other Protestant denominations, until the 1990s, tended to support more liberal politics, but recently, have moved to both the political left and the right, although the movement to the right has been more dramatic and has received more attention (Wald 1989). Black Protestants and Jews have tended to support Democratic Party candidates and progressive causes.

Religious Denominations


In assessing the role of religion in politics, it is crucial to appropriately classify members of different religious denominations. Improperly combining religious groups with contrasting political legacies tends to muddy religion’s impact. As Steensland et al. (2000) argue, breaking religious denominations into black Protestant, mainline Protestant, evangelical Protestant, Catholic, Jewish and “other” best captures the differences in religious experiences. We use this scheme here, with the exception of our omission of the “other” category, since it is very small in Detroit during this time period. In the following section, we describe each of the socio-religious groups, and explain how we expect each to impact electoral outcomes.

Black Protestant Churches


Morris argues that religious resources led to the success of the black civil rights movement. In effect, “the black church functioned as the institutional center of the modern civil rights movement. Churches provided the movement with an organized mass base; a leadership of clergymen largely economically independent of the larger white society and skilled in the art of managing people and resources; an institutionalized financial base through which protest was financed; and meeting places where the masses planned tactics and strategies and collectively committed themselves to the struggle” (Morris 1984:4).


In Detroit during the 1930s many of the black churches were not economically and institutionally independent. Henry Ford, who came to be the largest employer of black workers in Detroit, saw in the black churches the key to his potential to build a loyal workforce. Besides using blacks as strikebreakers (in order to keep black and white workers at odds with each other), he made contacts with pastors of Detroit’s leading black churches. He brokered a pact with them that exchanged hiring church members to work at the Ford Rouge plant in exchange for the pastors’ promise to keep union speakers out of the churches. Ford expected this deal to yield a docile labor force (Meier and Rudwick 1979: 9-22). 


But as the tides began to change in Detroit in favor of the unions, the hold of the Ford Motor Company over the black churches and their resources waned. During the early 1940s, Reverend Charles Hill and Rector Malcolm Dade took leading pro-union roles within the black churches. They, and others like them, began to put the black church’s resources in the hands of union supporters (Meier and Rudwick 1979: 69).


Detroit politics was polarized along class lines, with industrialists dominating the Republican Party, and unions dominating the Democratic Party (Sarason and Sarason 1957:26). Hence, it is important to consider how the shift of the black church’s loyalty (from the industrialists to the unions) affected voting in black neighborhoods. Detroit’s black voters had already begun a mass migration toward the Democratic Party: partisans in black precincts constituted 20% of voters in 1930, 63.5% in 1936, and 88% in 1952 (Edlersveld 1957:61-62). Once the black church leadership abandoned the quid pro quo, it hastened the movement towards progressive politics and left-wing voting among its congregants.


Characteristics of churches and their bonds with communicants are implicated in their potential political impact. Lenski (1963:41) measures both associational (frequency of attendance at services) and communal (the extent to which interactions occur with members of the same religious group) bonds to assess the importance of the specific Detroit denominations.
 He found that black Protestants in Detroit had a medium level of church attendance, but strong communal ties compared to other religious denominations.


Lenski found that Detroit religious groups differed on their views of the pastor’s role in political matters. Black Protestants were the religious group most receptive to political leadership by their clergy: 42% of the laity and 86% of the clergy thought clergy should take a stand on political candidates; 76% of the laity and 95% of clergy thought the clergy should take a stand on controversial matters (Lenski 1963:315). The popular Rev. Charles Hill exemplified such an active stance on political issues. According to a minister who worked under him, “[a]lmost any kind of oppressed group that you could name found a resting place under his umbrella. He was very cosmopolitan and universalistic in his view. The meat of his sermons did not seem to me to be tilted in the direction of his ideological commitment. I didn’t get that much difference in his preaching than any other Baptist preacher. But he would comment before the sermon about the political issues and after the sermon he would give political directions to the congregation concerning whom they should support and whom they should avoid. He also would encourage them to be politically active…” (Mast 1994:248). 

White Protestant Churches


Greeley (1989) argues that the differences in the orientations of Protestants and Catholics remain. Catholics continue to subscribe to a Catholic ethic or “analogical imagination,” and Protestants to the Protestant ethic, or what Greeley calls the “dialectical imagination.” Catholics tend to value social relationships and community, and therefore “stress those values and behaviors which contribute to the building up and strengthening of those networks” (e.g. equality, diversity). Protestants, on the other hand, value individual freedom and emphasize “those values and behaviors that contribute to the strengthening of personal freedom and independence from group control” (Greeley 1989: 487). This view suggests that Catholic influence is manifested in stronger communities and support for progressive politics, while the Protestant emphasis is more conducive to conservative politics. 


Social class differences between religious groups tended to exacerbate these differences. “The Presbyterians, the Episcopalians, [both mainline Protestant churches] and the Jews represent the upper social classes; the Lutherans, the Catholics, and the Methodists, the middle classes; and the Baptists [evangelical Protestant], the lower classes” (Greeley 1972:92-3). If we break white Protestant churches into mainline and evangelical components,
 the mainline serviced the more politically conservative upper and middle classes; the evangelical, the middle and working classes. 


In contrast to Catholic churches, Protestant churches did not have geographical parishes. Protestant churches, especially evangelical Protestant churches, were not dedicated to geographic regions or neighborhoods by design; instead they aspired to spread the “Good News” to all comers. According to McGreevy (1996:19) “Studies of white Protestant churches… repeatedly found over half of the parishioners living outside the immediate neighborhood.” Still, in line with the reasoning above, the presence of a church in a neighborhood even without high concentrations of its members in the neighborhood may have an impact in its own right.


Lenski (1963:41) found a medium level of church attendance and a medium degree of communal bonds among white Protestants in Detroit. He also found that in the late 1950s, white Protestants were fairly open to their clergy taking a stand on controversial matters (42% of the laity and 74% of the clergy thought it appropriate), but for the most part, they were closed to their clergy taking a stand on candidates (only 11% of the laity and 46% of the clergy thought it appropriate) (Lenski 1963:315). 

Mainline Protestant Churches


Mainline Protestants, as a group, come from more privileged backgrounds; they are more highly educated, have higher incomes, and are more prevalent in professional, managerial and entrepreneurial occupations. Historically, they have staffed the American political elite. Consequently, “they have tended to support the social system from which they have derived substantial benefits” (Wald 1989:304). Although they have tended to drift towards the political center since the 1950s (Manza and Brooks 2002:160), during our time period, mainline Protestants were strongly associated with Republican voting. 


Interestingly, the theology of the mainline Protestant churches tends to be more liberal in orientation. Theologically, mainline Protestants are committed to social action,

“[s]tressing Jesus’ role as a prophet of social justice, the mainline tradition sanctifies altruism and regards selfishness as the cardinal sin… understands religious duty in terms of sharing abundance, the Bible is treated as a book with deep truths that have to be discerned amidst myth and archaic stories” (Wald 1989:76). Hence, while the messages of the churches themselves may have served to modify mainline conservatism somewhat, we predict that the compound effects of their heavy concentrations in certain neighborhoods and the presence of a mainline church both reinforced conservative community and enhanced Republican voting in neighborhoods. 

Evangelical Protestant Churches


Although Evangelical Protestants have been the basis of the religious right and strong supporters of Republican candidates in recent elections, this is a relatively new phenomenon. In the 1950s, Evangelical Protestants were small in number. They tended to have lower class standing than mainline Protestants, and therefore, had less of a class-based rationale for Republican voting. Due to the overwhelmingly Democratic orientation of Southern Baptists, the largest evangelical denomination, they tended to be more supportive of the Democratic Party than were mainline Protestants. Yet evangelical Protestants have a more conservative theology, which can be translated into either liberal or conservative politics. Communicants of evangelical churches share these core beliefs: “unique authority of the Bible, the divinity of Jesus, and the relevance of his life, death, and resurrection to salvation of the soul” (Hunter, quoted in Wald 1989:76). We expect that their more mixed class composition and their small numbers (which prevented strong neighborhood concentrations) led to a weaker political convergence among communicants. We therefore expect concentrations of evangelical Protestants and the presence of evangelical Protestant churches to have a smaller negative, or no impact on neighborhood left-wing voting. 

The Catholic Church


The Catholic Church was relatively small in America until the massive influx beginning in 1820 of first Irish and German immigrants, and later of southern and eastern European immigrants, who were mostly Catholic. Despite the tradition of support for the Democratic Party, Greeley (1972: 189) describes American Catholicism as not liberal, but “based on the premise that the Catholic Church in the United States must defend itself in a hostile society which would if it could destroy the faith of its people.” Yet because the southern and eastern European immigrants were largely working class, defense of their rights implied an alliance with the Democratic Party.


In the urban north, Catholic immigrant groups, unlike Protestant groups, “all placed enormous financial, social, and cultural weight on the parish church as an organizer of local life” (McGreevy 1996:13). Further, “the Catholic world supervised by… priests was disciplined and local…. Most parishes also contained a large number of formal organizations — including youth groups, mothers’ clubs, parish choirs, and fraternal organizations — each with a priest-moderator, the requisite fundraisers, and group masses” (1996:15). What is unique about Catholics is that they paid close attention to social space: “Catholics used the parish to map out — both physically and culturally — space within all of the northern cities. Experts encouraged priests in newly established parishes to turn to precinct voting records for their initial mailing list, and to conduct parish censuses in order to discover ‘unchurched’ Catholics” (1996:16-17). This means that the parish was immobile. As whites moved to the suburbs in the postwar period, Protestant churches and Jewish synagogues sold their buildings and followed their members, while Catholic churches, and many of their parishioners remained in the cities (1996:19).
 


Catholic churches in ethnic neighborhoods tended to adopt the concerns of their parishioners. Osvaldo Rivera noted that at Holy Trinity Catholic church “ministered to the poor. Skid Row used to be located close to Holy Trinity, and Father Kern and his people ministered to those folks.” And “under Father Kern’s guidance, the Puerto Rican Club was formed in the early ‘50s in response to police brutality against Puerto Ricans in Detroit”(Mast 1994:144).


Due to its predominately working class constituency, the Catholic Church developed several important working-class organizations: the Catholic Worker, which had independently run houses of hospitality (which provided shelter and assistance to the homeless and poor), and the Association of Catholic Trade Unionists (ACTU), which worked as a religious and political caucus within the trade unions. According to the former president of Ford Motor Company’s United Automobile Workers Local 600, Walter Dorosh, the Detroit Catholic Church’s leadership on non-religious matters was not supreme. In particular, with regard to trade union issues, the Catholic Churches struggled to capture the hearts and minds of their parishioners. Not all Catholics held to the more conservative ACTU line.
 Dorosh (1984) (a Catholic himself) noted: “ Not all of them [followed the ACTU line], I know a number of Catholics who wouldn't listen to our church and said, well look, if you want to preach you go on and preach, but you won't vote [in the union election]. I had a big fight with my minister. I just told him, you just go jump in the lake. I happen to know who is organizing the plants. I told him I'm an organizer.” 
 

Despite the fact that the church did not provide political leadership to all Catholics, its numerous social and religious activities had an important presence in local neighborhoods. “Its pastor was the unquestioned lord spiritual of the neighborhood and, together with the precinct captain, also the lord temporal” (McGreevy 1996:189-90).


According to Lenski, (1963:41) Detroit Catholics had high levels of church attendance, but only moderate communal bonds during the late 1950s.
 They were relatively open to the clergy’s views on controversial political matters (46% of the laity and 65% of the clergy thought it appropriate for clergy to take a stand), but the Detroit Archdiocese prohibited individual priests from taking stands on political candidates (Lenski 1963:315). Nevertheless, Lenski found that Catholics’ church involvement served to strengthen the appeal of the Republican Party, while Catholic communal bonds tended to strengthen the appeal of the Democratic Party (1963:182). Ironically, in the decades since then, the Catholic hierarchy has moved left as the laity has moved right (Reichley 2002:280). 

Jewish Congregations


Like Catholics, most Jews were relative latecomers to America, arriving around the beginning of the 20th century. “While the Jews came to the United States as poor and frequently uneducated, they did not come as peasants but rather as an alert and intelligent people whose survival in the past had frequently depended on diligence, wit, and the ability to take risks” (Greeley, 1972:195). By the 1950s, Jews in general were successful in the economy. Yet politically, Jews were more left-wing than other religious groups. Jewish immigrants that arrived from Poland and Russia were mostly “religiously Orthodox; many others were socialists, anarchists, Zionists, or devotees of other radical secular movements” (Greeley 1972:197). These waves of newcomers contributed to the leftist character of the Jewish group, which has waned somewhat throughout subsequent decades.


In his “Sociology of Religion” Weber called the Jews ein Pariavolk (a pariah people)  — a guest people living among others  and yet remaining separate (Weber 1978:492-93). As a result, secular/cultural Jews and religious Jews tend to live in the same neighborhoods, especially during the 1950s. Judaism and Jewishness were not necessarily coincident. As described by Glazer (1957:116-7): “The Jewish migration out of the areas of second settlement was a migration of just those elements in the past most immune to Jewish religion, the second and third generation of the East European group. The areas of second settlement, we have seen, were the strongholds of Jewish irreligion and of Jewishness. It was in these almost totally Jewish areas, paradoxically, that Jews could live lives almost completely unaffected by Jewish religion and that the proportion of synagogue members was always lowest.”


In Detroit Lenski (1963:41) found weak attendance at synagogue, but strong communal bonds in the Jewish community during the late 1950s. While Temple Beth El, a reform synagogue, was very large and the oldest synagogue in Michigan (Detroit Free Press 3/18/1950: 15), the overwhelming majority of Jewish synagogues in Detroit during this period were orthodox. This was a period of transition, with movement in space (northward) as well as away from orthodox and toward more conservative and reform congregations.


The Jewish vote was strongly Democratic. Still, like that of most other groups, moved slightly toward the Republican candidate by 1952. Unlike the other groups, however, its Democratic Party bias did not follow from class interests, since Jews were collectively more affluent, nor was it linked to Jewish theology, as the most religiously observant Jews tended to be the most politically conservative (Wald 1989:322). Most scholars attribute it to “the community’s sense of itself as a potential target of hostility from the non-Jewish majority” (Wald 1989:322). 


For the Jewish case, we propose that synagogues influenced politics in a slightly different way. The buildings were not likely to have been lent to groups for political meetings, but due to the nature of the Jewish service, they tended to offer more opportunities for members to discuss politics. So synagogues served as gathering places, and to enhance the Democratic political community. 

Advertised Political Church Activities in Detroit, 1950-1951


The Detroit Free Press reserved a page or two of every Saturday edition to church news. These pages contained church and religion-related articles, church advertisements of their services and announcements of their special speakers and events. A systematic review of these pages from 1950 reveals some of the political activities in which Detroit denominations were engaged. The most prominent and overtly political content to these announcements was anti-communist. Five different churches announced special speeches or series of speeches that stressed the dangers of communism. Four of the five were held at mainline Protestant churches, and one at a Catholic church. The October 7, 1950 church page announced that “church goers will be given the opportunity to sign the Crusade for Freedom Declaration this weekend.” According to the article, all churches and synagogues had been provided with the declaration, which enlisted churchgoers’ support in the fight against communism. And church members were urged to sign before leaving their places of worship. Represented on the Michigan state committee of this crusade were a Rabbi, a representative from the Catholic archdiocese a representative from the Lutheran church, and Methodist and Episcopal Bishops.


Other politically conservative activities include a speech by former Michigan Governor Wilber Brucker (Republican) at a mainline Protestant church, and an annual “patriotic dinner” at another mainline church. Several mainline Protestant churches announced events planned by their businessmen’s clubs and the Episcopal Diocese (mainline Protestant) announced a $1,000,000 gift from Mrs. Ford.
 


There were fewer announcements of overtly progressive political events. Of those that appeared in the 1950 church pages, include a “civil rights send off” with participation by a black Protestant church, a Rabbi from a reform synagogue, and a speaker from the Catholic Archdiocese. Temple Israel (reform) presented a book review on John Gunther’s Roosevelt in Retrospect, and Central Methodist Church announced a talk by an annual speaker, Norman Thomas (who had run for president on the Socialist Party ticket) (XXXX 2002). In general, this evidence reveals church political activities that are consistent with our argument about the political relevance of churches in neighborhoods.

Hypotheses Concerning the Effects of the Five Socio-Religious Groups on Voting


We have argued that the black community in Detroit was almost exclusively working class, that the black Protestant Churches constituted the largest organizational presence in the Black community, that Black congregants were very open to political leadership by their pastors, who by 1950 supported progressive causes, and that black Protestants had strong communal ties. Additionally, due to segregation, black churches tended to be located in congregants’ neighborhoods. Pastors controlled a significant resource in the black community (meeting space and access to communicants), and had the ability to make it available to the community for political purposes. Together, this provided a strong case for considerable influence for both high concentrations of black Protestants as well as the physical presence of black churches in neighborhoods on left-wing voting there. The combination of high concentrations and the presence of a church in the neighborhood should yield the highest effects. We are less confident that the black church would support the rights of political minorities (as manifested in opposition to Proposal 3), because this was posed as mainly an immigrant issue.


The neighborhood integration of Catholics, their medium level of communal ties, and their working-class economic position in Detroit’s economy should have served to enhance Democratic Party voting. Catholics high levels of church attendance detracted from Democratic voting. The inability of individual priests to take stands on particular candidates likely moderated opposition to the Democratic Party.
 The presence of churches in the neighborhood gave Catholics a place to meet and enhance their political community, even if it conflicted with the more conservative politics of the clergy. So overall, we expect both the concentration of Catholics and the presence of Catholic churches in neighborhoods to have enhanced Democratic Party voting. 


We expect Catholic concentrations, due to their strong support of their ethnic communities, to have been associated with an increase in support for the Progressive Party and against Proposal 3. Even though the Catholic Church had a strong anti-communist stance, we have the same expectations for the presence of Catholic churches, since we argue that the Catholics used their churches as resources. 


Mainline Protestants were strongly Republican, in part, due to their class standing. Although Protestant theology tended to be more liberal, most Protestants disapproved of their pastors’ taking a stance on political candidates. Many did not live near their churches; they had medium levels of attendance, and moderate levels of communal ties. Although it is unlikely that the church served as a unifying force in the neighborhood around its theology, it assembled like-minded voters and provided them with potential meeting spaces. Therefore, we expect heavy concentrations of mainline Protestants and the presence of Protestant churches to detract from both Democratic Party and Progressive Party voting, and to have enhanced support for Proposal 3 (a position against immigrant rights). 


Evangelical Protestants had lower class standing than mainline Protestants, and there seems to be no coherent sense of how evangelical Protestant theology translated into political positions in Detroit during the 1950s. Additionally, the numbers of evangelical Protestants and churches were relatively small. Hence, we expect concentrations of evangelical Protestants to be associated with more Democratic voting than concentrations of mainline Protestants, but less Democratic than the other socio-religious groups. Since there is no strong political tendency among the communicants, we expect the presence of the churches to have a weaker negative (compared to mainline Protestant) or no impact on neighborhood left-wing voting.


Jewish politics were strongly liberal, with significant radical strains. Their communal ties were strong and they tended to live in areas surrounding the synagogues. Still, Jews in Detroit during the 1950s did not attend synagogue often, and the majority of congregations were orthodox. Overall, we expect concentrations of Jews and the placement of synagogues in neighborhoods to have enhanced Democratic Party and Progressive Party voting and to have repressed the vote for Proposal 3. 


A critical reader might ask how we disentangle the overlap between race (especially in the case of blacks and black Protestants), ethnicity, immigration status, language and the occupational-class factors we use as controls. This we are able to do only partially, as data on denomination and church presence do not allow us to determine if a congregant of a specific religion went to the church of the same faith in his or her neighborhood. Nor is it reasonable to conclude that support of left-wing causes from one of the few Jewish neighborhoods is strictly a result of the population of Jews independently of the population of new immigrants. In many cases, these were the same people. These overlapping identities, however, should not eliminate the influence of the most important neighborhood institutions, controlling for the presence of religious congregations.


We expect that the influence of the various religious groups will be commensurate with concentrations of its members and placement of churches. In addition, we expect that when members of a given religious group “dominate” a neighborhood where a church is located, the effect will be exaggerated. Below we first test to see if religiously dominant neighborhoods disproportionately voted in the predicted directions. 

Data and Methods


Using geographic information systems, we link together three types of mapped data on Detroit: individual-level indicators on religious denominations and voting, church addresses by denomination, and aggregate information on neighborhoods. Conceptually, these data form three levels – people, nested within churches, nested within neighborhoods.
 Some respondents are not within churches (“no denomination”) but are still within neighborhoods and some neighborhoods have, and others don’t have a church or synagogue. At the individual level, we have the respondent’s denomination, but not his or her membership in specific congregations, so we collapse the “church” level into the neighborhood. Hierarchical linear models are used to specify the relationship between the probability of an individual’s vote for the Democratic Party and the neighborhood context. Robust regression
 models of aggregate data are used to examine the relationship between, on the one hand, denominational populations and religious institutions, and on the other, actual election results for the presidential campaign and a politically charged ballot measure.


Data on the dependent variables for the aggregate analysis come from the City of Detroit Election Commission (1952) and Michigan Department of State (1950). We matched voting precincts from the 1952 elections and church addresses to census tracts using maps from the Detroit Public Library Map Room (City Election Commission 1952).


The Directory of Churches (Detroit Council of Churches 1951) lists churches by specific denomination, and their addresses. It indicates either “Negro” or the name of the dominant ethnic group. Most are without these ethnic/racial indicators, and we interpret these as majority group, white churches.


The Detroit Area Study (DAS) provides self-report data on individual voting in the 1952 election. All DAS from the 1950s contain information about respondents’ religious affiliation and basic demographics and household characteristics. We combine DAS from 1953 to 1958 to estimate the religious makeup of census tracts, something not available from other sources.
 DAS, however, were not intended to be spatially representative. The first three years under consideration have fewer primary sampling units (tracts), an average of 81 or 21.9% of the 369 total for 1950. The latter three years used a different sampling scheme and cover an average of 243.33 tracts or 65.9% of the total. Because we are interested in the intersection between spatial location and political behavior, respondents who reported having moved into a neighborhood after 1952 were deleted from the sample. Overall, once we delete tracts outside the city limits and merge two pairs of tracts due to missing data, DAS provides data on 299 out of 367 geographic units in Detroit.


That said, the estimates of the proportion of each denomination in a census tract are based on small samples. The pooled DAS provide an average of 8.75 cases per tract.

Where data on denominations are missing, the median value is substituted. Spatial averages (spatial lags) are used to control for the clustering of denominational populations and improve estimates in areas with missing data. The spatial average is computed as the average value of all contiguous tracts on a given variable. For example, if a tract shared a boarder with three other tracts, containing 1, 0 and 2 Catholic churches respectively, then the average adjacent Catholic churches would be 1. This permits the effect of churches to be larger than a census tract, an arbitrary unit with respect to social segregation. This is a reason to give more weight to the spatial averages, as they represent conglomerations of tracts with more cases and, hence, more stable estimates.
 

Our estimates of tract-level religious populations are thus derived differently from those of the U.S. Census Bureau data on religious affiliation (Zelinsky 1960), enumerations of congregants carried out by the National Council of Churches of Christ (National Council of Churches of Christ 1956), and more recent studies by the Glenmary Research Center (Bradley et al. 1992; Newman and Halvorson 2000). Those county-level counts come from the churches’ own enumerations, numbers that differ depending on how the religion counts membership. The summaries from six years of Detroit Area Study surveys are means of self-reported affiliation from a random sample and, as a result, describe smaller geographic units. No other study to our knowledge has used a random sample to assess the spatial distribution of denominations. Data on household income, occupational populations (craftsmen, operatives and laborers) and the population (over 21 and in the civilian labor force) come from the 1950 Census (United States Department of Commerce 1952). 

There are several prominent schemas for categorizing denominations into larger groups within the social science study of religion (Smith 1990; Steensland et al. 2000; Manza and Brooks 1997; Lenski 1963; Greeley 1972). While use the scheme of Steensland et al., we do not assign denomination partly on the basis church attendance.
 We consider the following categories of religious denominations: Catholics are Roman Catholics; Jews are Orthodox;
 Protestants are divided into black Protestants, and white Protestants. The latter are divided into mainline and evangelical here as per Steensland et al. (2000:314-16);
 the small numbers of Black Catholics are grouped with all other Catholics.

Spatial Distribution of Religious Groups in Detroit


Figures 1-5 show the religious populations and their churches throughout the city of Detroit. Darker shading shows a higher quintile of the distribution; a plus sign indicates the presence of one or more church. Members of the different religious denominations are highly segregated, but their religious institutions are much less so. Note, for example, white mainline Protestants (Figure 3): members are concentrated in the north west and north east sections of the city; the mainline churches are more spread out throughout the city. Due to their smaller numbers, evangelical Protestants (Figure 4) have smaller pockets of concentration that appear to be somewhat randomly dispersed throughout the city, and their churches are also spread out. Black Protestants (Figure 5) are highly concentrated, as are Blacks in general, and their churches tend to be located in their neighborhoods. Catholics (Figure 1) have high concentrations in the north central and south west regions of the city. Their churches tend to be located near the city center, which reflects their long history of presence in Detroit and their tendency to establish churches that represent territories, rather than members. Jews (Figure 2) are segregated in the west-center north-center regions, consisting of a small number of tracts. Their synagogues are located in their areas of concentration. 


Figure 6 identifies neighborhoods with a dominant denominational group (where the population of congregants is in the top quintile of that denomination and the denomination had at least one church in the tract). The capital letter indicates which group is dominant.
 Black Protestants dominate in the central city; mainline Protestants on the east and west sides of Detroit. Because evangelical Protestants dominate in only 5 tracts scattered throughout the city they are not depicted on the map. Catholics dominate the areas to the east of Dearborn and in the city’s northeastern corner; Jews dominate in the areas to the north and west of Highland Park (a separate incorporated area that is part of the blank polygon in the center of the map). 


Figure 7 displays the distribution of Democratic Party voting, Progressive Party voting, and voting on Michigan Proposal 3. Comparing this with Figure 6 gives a visual image of the spatial correlation between the religious and political characters of the neighborhoods. 


These comparisons suggest a strong relationship between denominationally dominant neighborhoods and neighborhood voting: black Protestant dominant neighborhoods constitute the vast majority of the strongly Democratic neighborhoods: black Protestant dominant tracts make up over 70% of all strongly Democratic neighborhoods. Jewish dominant neighborhoods give (comparatively) strong support to the Progressive Party (nine of ten predominantly Jewish neighborhoods are in the top 10 percentile for the Progressive Party vote and for opposition to Proposal 3). Mainline neighborhoods are located in areas with low Democratic and Progressive Party voting. The task of the next section is to determine if these visual impressions of a connection between religious populations and political outcomes hold up at both the individual and aggregate levels and net of control variables.
Religious and Political Affiliation in Detroit, 1950s


Next we turn to hierarchical linear models of individuals nested within census

Table 1 about here

tracts. Table 1 reports the means and standard deviations. A comparison of self-reported voting behaviors by religious group shows that religious denomination is associated with voting behavior in the 1952 presidential election. As expected, black Protestants (without any control variables) have the highest proportion (87%) that voted for the Democrat Party candidate in 1952. Also, a majority of Catholics (64%) voted for the Democratic Party. Approximately 58% of white evangelical Protestants, 54% of Jews, and 40% of the white mainline Protestants reported voting for the Democratic Party in this election. 
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Table 2 presents hierarchical logistic regression models of Democratic Party voting in 1952 using the combined DAS data
 from the 1950s, and controlling for family income and class. In these logistic regression models, the dependent variable is coded 1 if an individual reports having voted for Stevenson, the Democratic Party candidate. These models are represented by the following set of multilevel equations: 
Equation 1 is the level 1 or individual equation. The term P(Yij=1) is the probability that the ith person within the jth census tract voted for the Democratic Party candidate. Separate models are estimated within each tract where the DAS has data for 1953. Q is the number of predictors. The Xqij term represents the individual level variables for denomination, working-class occupation and family income. Individual level errors are represented by rij. In equation 2, the intercept, 0j, is modeled as the level 2 equation, 
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where 00 represents the grand mean of the dependent variable across all tracts when the value of each of the level 1 and level 2 variables is zero. Wsj is the vector of tract-level variables, and u0j is the level 2 error term. The u0j term represents the residual effect of denomination after controlling for the presence of a church in the tract and the spatial mean of churches in the surrounding tracts. The combined model is shown in equation 3. 
Model 1 shows that mainline Protestants were less likely to vote for the Democratic Party candidate and black Protestants were more likely to vote Democratic. Model 2 reveals that these two relationships hold after the introduction of controls for class and income.

Table 2 about here


Next, we turn to the question of how the neighborhood religious environment impacted individual-level voting behavior within neighborhoods. 
 We again use the combined DAS data for the 1950s and church location.
 Model 3 shows that, controlling for religious preference, individuals who lived in neighborhoods with a Catholic or a black Protestant church were more likely to vote Democratic. Those who lived in a neighborhood with one or more mainline Protestant church were less likely to vote Democratic. 


The adjacency model (Model 4) finds a significant positive effect for black Protestant churches in the surrounding area on Democratic voting; this means that individuals in tracts with a higher average number of black Protestant churches in the surrounding area were more likely to vote Democratic. Model 5 shows that the spatial effect is crucial to the impact of the black church. Having one or more such churches in a tract becomes insignificant, but being in a tract with a high spatial average in the surrounding community makes resident voters more likely to vote for the Democratic Party. This corresponds to the spatial segregation of blacks in general. Controlling for all of the other significant variables, being black Protestant, having a working class occupation and a lower income, living in a neighborhood where there is a Catholic church, and living in a neighborhood surrounded by black Protestant churches enhanced voters’ propensity to vote for the Democratic Party in the 1952 presidential election. Being mainline Protestant and living in an area where there was a mainline church both decreased the likelihood of Democratic Party voting in this election. In general, regardless of respondents’ religious convictions, the presence of Catholic, mainline Protestant, and black Protestant churches mattered for their political behavior.

Spatial Models of Neighborhood Voting


We now turn to linear models of aggregate vote totals. Instead of looking at individual-level self-report of political preference, we consider the election returns to precincts throughout the city, grouped to census tracts. While it would be preferable to consider multi-level models for all political outcomes, we do not have individual-level survey data on voting for the Progressive Party or Proposition 3. These models do have the advantage of considering actual election returns rather than aggregates of self-reports. We use the pooled DAS data to estimate the proportion of each denomination. Table 3 displays the means and standard deviations for these variables.

Table 3 about here


Table 4 presents robust least-squares regression models of the tract-level vote totals for the Democratic Party controlling for the population of eligible voters. Model 6 (Table 4) finds that net of income and occupation-class controls, the more Jews and black Protestants in the neighborhood, the higher the Democratic vote totals.
 The number of mainline Protestants is negatively related to Democratic Party votes. Model 7 shows that the presence of churches of each denomination impacts the neighborhood Democratic vote totals in the expected direction. Catholic, black Protestant churches and Jewish religious institutions increase Democratic Party vote totals; mainline and evangelical Protestant churches decrease it. Model 8 again considers the spatial effect of religion: the more mainline Protestant churches in the surrounding area, the less the Democratic vote total and the more the black Protestant churches in the surrounding area, the greater the Democratic vote total. These findings imply an important role for religious institutions within neighborhoods.

Table 4 about here


The full, aggregate-level model of Democratic Party vote totals (Model 9, Table 5) shows the impact of the black Protestant religion. Concentrations of black Protestants, the presence of a black church in the neighborhood, and the number of black churches in the general area, all independently enhanced Democratic voting in Detroit neighborhoods.
 Model 9 predicts 91% of the variance in 1952 presidential votes for the Democratic candidate (Stevenson) in Detroit neighborhoods. Concentrations of Jews, and black Protestants significantly enhanced Democratic Party voting; concentrations of mainline Protestants in neighborhoods decreased it.
 The presence of a black Protestant church in the tract and more in the surrounding area enhanced the Democratic vote and the presence of mainline and evangelical Protestant detracted from it.

Table 5 about here


To broaden our analysis, the next two columns in Table 5 consider left voting for the Progressive Party (Model 10) and against Michigan Proposal 3 (Model 11). Model 10 demonstrates that the effect of concentrations of different denominations in neighborhoods is also important for more radical (social movement-like) voting. We use poisson regression for the model on Progressive Party voting because our dependent variable is a count of a small number of values with a strong left skew. The majority of cases are zero. A vote for the Progressive Party in 1952 was a courageous act in Detroit. The House Un-American Activities Committee had been paying visits to the large cities, and had just made a stop in Detroit. The hearings made front-page headlines in Detroit’s newspapers and the committee alleged that communists dominated the Progressive Party.
 This made voting for the Progressive Party a relatively extreme act. While the correlation between concentrations of Jews and Progressive Party votes is strong and positive, when entered into the poisson regression, it is not significant net of the controls. Yet the presence of orthodox synagogues and the spatial average of synagogues both positively contributed to the Progressive Party vote. Spatial averages of mainline Protestant churches have a negative impact on Progressive Party vote totals. Numbers of craftsmen detracted from the Progressive Party vote while numbers of operatives contributed to it.


Model 11 considers votes against Proposition 3, i.e. opposition to a conservative and xenophobic proposal feared by many foreigners and opposed by leftists. We find that Jewish concentrations and the presence of synagogues in neighborhoods both independently increased the numbers who opposed further restrictions on political radicals. Likewise, the presence of a Catholic church increased the level of opposition to Proposition 3. Positive coefficients here show support for the political left. The presence of black churches and mainline Protestant churches in surrounding census tracts increased the number voting for further restrictions (the political right). Voters from the least skilled portion of the working class also tended to favor more restrictions. 

Discussion and Conclusion


Measuring the Democratic Party vote both as self-reported individual behavior obtained from a survey and as a set of aggregate election returns attributed to census tracts, we find that religious identification, concentrations of religious groups,
 and most importantly, the presence of churches and synagogues in the immediate neighborhood as well as in the surrounding area all shaped the 1952 presidential voting patterns in Detroit. Members of different denominations tended to vote more like their fellow congregants, and when certain denominations were dominant, neighborhood voting followed the political tendency of that group. Beyond what has already been established in prior studies, we demonstrate that the physical presence of churches and synagogues matters. We independently map the impact of denomination and church. These findings highlight the extent to which the various religions and their social patterns influenced voters’ political behaviors. 


Although we suggest some possible mechanisms by which this influence is transmitted, we do not directly measure transmission. We propose that the presence of churches in neighborhoods provides a space where similarly situated congregants could meet, establish contacts, and discuss political issues. We suggest that congregants may use church space to conduct meetings and organize events. This explanation is consistent with our review of the weekly church news in the Detroit Free Press, which includes announcements of overtly political events at church locations.


The mainline Protestant religion and its churches have a fairly consistent negative impact on Democratic Party voting. Concentrations of mainline Protestants, as well as the presence of mainline Protestant churches detract from both Democratic and more left-wing voting. We find that as of the 1950s, the black Protestant church was supportive of the Democratic Party but not supportive of more radical political positions. Black churches in the area had a positive influence on extending further restrictions on radicals and immigrants. The latter may be explained by the black community’s competition with immigrant populations. Overall, in 1950, Protestant churches, irrespective of race or theology, were a potent source of opposition to left-wing political causes.


The impact of the Catholic Church was not as great as we had anticipated. This is likely due to the mixed messages from church and fellow congregants, which canceled each other out. Still, the presence of a Catholic Church was a positive factor in Democratic Party voting and in voting in opposition to Proposal 3. These findings are consistent with Greeley’s argument that Catholics stress community while (white) Protestants emphasize individualism. The Catholic influence was found to be much more supportive of progressive change, while the white Protestant influence was more supportive of the status quo. Overall, the working-class character of the Catholic population in Detroit, especially when Catholics dominated their neighborhoods, drove the direction of the neighborhood voting patterns; while the anti-communism of the Catholic Church had little impact. The Jewish presence overall (concentrations and synagogues) consistently contributed to left-wing voting.


We find that the presence of churches has an effect that is in line with the class interests of the denominational members rather than the general
 theology of the church. The presence of a black Protestant church enhanced the Democratic vote, whereas the presence of a mainline (and sometimes that of an evangelical) Protestant churches detracted from the Democratic vote. Therefore, the effect of churches in neighborhoods most likely reflects the fact that churches brought together members of similar class background and thereby reinforced their members’ class politics. It also points to the church building as a resource for the neighborhood, rather than the political influence of its theology on the people who use it. 


The American religious experience, and therefore, its potential impact on neighborhood politics, has changed since the 1950s. The members of each of the religious groups have collectively experienced some movement in their political voting behaviors. In addition, denominationalism has declined, religious special purpose groups have proliferated, and the government has usurped many of the social services formerly provided by churches (hospitals, old-age homes, higher education) (Wuthnow 1988:12, 318-9). Most notably, a “deep cultural divide between conservative or evangelical Christians, on the one side, and religious liberals and secular humanists, on the other side” has “come to characterize American religion” (Wuthnow 1989:17). This divide is not mainly along denominational lines. Even more relevant for the findings of this paper, Wuthnow (1998) has argued that the nature of spirituality has changed since the 1950s. In the earlier period, organized religion dominated spirituality, which was characterized by inhabiting sacred places which are intricately intertwined with family, church and neighborhood. In the latter period, “Americans piece[d] together their faith like a patchwork quilt” (1998:2). He calls the 1950s “an exceptional decade, an ending as much as a beginning” (1998:13). Still, “dwelling-oriented spirituality” hasn’t disappeared and “is likely to remain an appealing alternative for many Americans” (1998:15). 


This paper confirms through systematic analysis that dwelling-oriented spirituality manifested itself in neighborhood voting patterns in Detroit during the 1950s. If Wuthnow is right, we should expect a reduction in the influence of church structures on neighborhood voting over time, as the importance of the church dwelling has dwindled in importance. This test awaits further study.

Figure 1. Quintiles of Estimated Catholic Population and Catholic Churches. A Plus Sign (+) Indicates One or More Church Present. (Sources: Detroit Area Studies 1953-58; Directory of Churches 1951).
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Figure 2. Quintiles of Estimated Jewish Population and Jewish Synagogues. A Plus Sign (+) Indicates One or More Synagogue Present. (Sources: Detroit Area Studies 1953-58; Directory of Churches 1951).
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Figure 3. Quintiles of Estimated Mainline Protestant Population and Mainline Protestant Churches. A Plus Sign (+) Indicates One or More Church Present. (Sources: Detroit Area Studies 1953-58; Directory of Churches 1951).
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Figure 4. Quintiles of Estimated Evangelical Protestant Population and Evangelical Protestant Churches. A Plus Sign (+) Indicates One or More Church Present. (Sources: Detroit Area Studies 1953-58; Directory of Churches 1951).
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Figure 5. Quintiles of Estimated Black Protestant Population and Black Protestant Churches. A Plus Sign (+) Indicates One or More Church Present. (Sources: Detroit Area Studies 1953-58; Directory of Churches 1951).
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Figure 6. Dominant religious group (80th percentile denominational population and one or more church present).
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Figure 7. Dependent Variables: Shaded Quintiles of Percent Vote Total to Democratic Party, “3” Shows Top 10% of Votes Against Prop. 3, “(” Shows Top 10% Percentage Progressive Party Votes.
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Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations for Individual- and Tract-Level Variables, Detroit Area Study, 1953. Reported vote and occupation are for husbands of married women.

	Variable
	Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Minimum
	Maximum

	Voted Democrat (Stevenson) 1952
	0.59
	0.49
	0.00
	1.00

	Respondent Catholic
	0.40
	0.49
	0.00
	1.00

	Respondent Jewish
	0.03
	0.17
	0.00
	1.00

	Respondent Mainline
	0.29
	0.45
	0.00
	1.00

	Respondent Evangelical
	0.04
	0.19
	0.00
	1.00

	Respondent Black Protestant
	0.13
	0.34
	0.00
	1.00

	Working-Class Occupation
	0.63
	0.48
	0.00
	1.00

	Family Income (10-point scale)
	6.03
	2.08
	1.00
	10.00

	Catholic Church Present
	0.36
	0.48
	0.00
	1.00

	Synagogue Present
	0.05
	0.21
	0.00
	1.00

	Mainline Church Present
	0.79
	0.41
	0.00
	1.00

	Evangelical Church Present
	0.32
	0.47
	0.00
	1.00

	Black Protestant Church Present
	0.10
	0.31
	0.00
	1.00

	Ave Adjacent Catholic Churches
	0.33
	0.20
	0.06
	0.88

	Ave Adjacent Synagogues
	0.03
	0.10
	0.00
	0.50

	Ave Adjacent Mainline
	0.90
	0.45
	0.05
	2.63

	Ave Adjacent Evangelical
	0.26
	0.22
	0.00
	0.92

	Ave Adjacent Black Protestant
	0.44
	0.73
	0.00
	2.50


n = 336, casewise deletion of missing data. 

Table 2. Hierarchical Linear Models (Logistic Regression) of the Probability of Choosing Democratic Party Presidential Candidate, 1952. Dependent Variable is Vote for Stevenson=1. Coefficients are exponentiated.

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5

	Respondent Catholic
	1.358
	1.035
	
	
	

	
	(0.531)
	(0.428)
	
	
	

	Respondent Jewish
	1.227
	2.357
	
	
	

	
	(0.952)
	(1.820)
	
	
	

	Respondent Mainline
	0.491*
	0.332*
	
	
	0.352*

	
	(0.200)
	(0.145)
	
	
	(0.099)

	Respondent Evangelical
	1.078
	0.438
	
	
	

	
	(0.756)
	(0.313)
	
	
	

	Respondent Black Protestant
	6.336*
	3.233*
	
	
	3.202*

	
	(3.800)
	(1.980)
	
	
	(1.717)

	Working Class Occupation
	
	3.467*
	3.143*
	3.402*
	3.013*

	
	
	(0.931)
	(0.796)
	(0.873)
	(0.800)

	Family Income (Scale)
	
	0.845*
	0.874*
	0.859*
	0.859*

	
	
	(0.054)
	(0.053)
	(0.053)
	(0.055)

	Catholic Church Present
	
	
	1.469*
	
	1.691*

	
	
	
	(0.397)
	
	(0.463)

	Jewish Synagogue Present
	
	
	0.599
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.354)
	
	

	Mainline Church Present
	
	
	0.587
	
	0.587*

	
	
	
	(0.203)
	
	(0.188)

	Evangelical Church Present
	
	
	0.804
	
	

	
	
	
	(0.232)
	
	

	Black Protestant Church Present
	
	
	2.087*
	
	0.760

	
	
	
	(0.956)
	
	(0.422)

	Ave Adj Catholic Churches
	
	
	
	0.614
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.511)
	

	Ave Adj Synagogues
	
	
	
	1.246
	

	
	
	
	
	(1.580)
	

	Ave Adj Mainline Churches
	
	
	
	1.118
	

	
	
	
	
	(0.380)
	

	Ave Adj Evangelical Churches
	
	
	
	1.483
	

	
	
	
	
	(1.078)
	

	Ave Adj Black Protestant Churches
	
	
	
	2.018*
	1.590*

	
	
	
	
	(0.459)
	(0.347)

	Observations
	336
	336
	336
	336
	336

	Number of tract
	53
	53
	53
	53
	53

	Log Likelihood
	-208.03
	-190.67
	-201.13
	-200.13
	-185.93


Standard errors are in parentheses. * = p<.10, one-tailed. Because coefficients are exponentiated, numbers over 1.00 represent positive associations and numbers below 1.00 represent negative associations.
Table 3. Means and Standard Deviations for Census Tracts within the City of Detroit. (n=367)

	Variable
	Mean
	Standard

Deviation
	Minimum
	Maximum

	
	
	
	
	

	Number of Catholics
	1155.86
	1244.85
	0.00
	5890.00

	Number of Jews
	140.91
	686.41
	0.00
	6981.53

	Number of Mainline Protestants
	982.02
	1233.76
	0.00
	7159.00

	Number of Evangelical Protestants
	51.53
	251.93
	0.00
	3570.00

	Number of Blacks
	646.67
	1189.69
	0.00
	6314.00

	Catholic Church Present
	0.39
	0.49
	0.00
	1.00

	Synagogue Present
	0.04
	0.20
	0.00
	1.00

	Mainline Church Present
	0.64
	0.48
	0.00
	1.00

	Evangelical Church Present
	0.23
	0.42
	0.00
	1.00

	Black Protestant Church Present
	0.24
	0.43
	0.00
	1.00

	Ave Adjacent Catholic Churches
	0.32
	0.21
	0.00
	1.07

	Ave Adjacent Synagogues
	0.06
	0.18
	0.00
	1.60

	Ave Adjacent Mainline
	0.80
	0.41
	0.00
	2.63

	Ave Adjacent Evangelical
	0.23
	0.24
	0.00
	1.50

	Ave Adjacent Black Protestant
	0.44
	0.65
	0.00
	2.77

	Number of Craftsmen
	329.27
	242.94
	0.00
	1750.00

	Number of Operatives
	463.15
	280.71
	0.00
	1825.00

	Number of Laborers
	101.87
	100.00
	0.00
	650.00

	Voting Age Population
	2135.94
	1375.72
	138.00
	11695.00

	Mean Household Income
	3551.51
	929.53
	933.00
	10000.00

	Number of Democratic Party Votes
	1312.25
	831.88
	91.50
	8826.00

	Number of Progressive Party Votes
	5.15
	6.79
	0.00
	79.75

	Number of Votes Against Proposition No. 3
	538.06
	375.31
	0.00
	3322.00


Table 4. Robust Regression Models of Democratic Vote Totals for Stevenson within Census Tract, City of Detroit, 1952.
	
	Model 6
	Model 7
	Model 8

	Number of Catholics
	0.000
	
	

	
	(0.018)
	
	

	Number of Jews
	0.103*
	
	

	
	(0.030)
	
	

	Number of Mainline Protestants
	-0.062*
	
	

	
	(0.018)
	
	

	Number of Evangelical Protestants
	-0.044
	
	

	
	(0.054)
	
	

	Number of Black Protestants
	0.051*
	
	

	
	(0.019)
	
	

	Catholic Church Present
	
	41.428*
	

	
	
	(29.281)
	

	Jewish Synagogue Present
	
	184.300*
	

	
	
	(72.644)
	

	Mainline Church Present
	
	-54.438*
	

	
	
	(30.222)
	

	Evangelical Church Present
	
	-59.972*
	

	
	
	(33.530)
	

	Black Protestant Church Present
	
	146.640*
	

	
	
	(40.321)
	

	Ave Adjacent Catholic Churches
	
	
	48.651

	
	
	
	(71.396)

	Ave Adjacent Synagogues
	
	
	1.181

	
	
	
	(76.974)

	Ave Adjacent Mainline Churches
	
	
	-123.736*

	
	
	
	(35.930)

	Ave Adjacent Evangelical Churches
	
	
	-37.149

	
	
	
	(59.320)

	Ave Adjacent Black Protestant Churches
	
	
	111.843*

	
	
	
	(24.664)

	Mean Tract Income
	-0.059*
	-0.031*
	-0.026

	
	(0.020)
	(0.022)
	(0.021)

	Number of Craftsmen
	-0.156*
	-0.326*
	-0.338*

	
	(0.098)
	(0.093)
	(0.086)

	Number of Operatives
	0.476*
	0.567*
	0.537*

	
	(0.071)
	(0.070)
	(0.067)

	Number of Laborers
	0.768*
	0.864*
	0.851*

	
	(0.183)
	(0.188)
	(0.174)

	Voting Age Population
	0.546*
	0.549*
	0.563*

	
	(0.022)
	(0.017)
	(0.016)

	Constant
	149.386*
	18.095
	45.427

	
	(76.216)
	(86.493)
	(85.134)

	Observations
	347
	347
	347

	Adjusted R-squared
	0.90
	0.89
	0.90


Standard errors are in parentheses. * = p<.10, one-tailed.


Table 5. Models of Vote Totals in Detroit Census Tracts for Three Different Political Outcomes. 

	
	Model 9: 1952 Democratic Vote
	Model 10: 1952 Progressive Vote
	Model 11: 1950 No on Prop. 3

	Number of Catholics
	0.00783
	-0.00002
	0.00525

	
	(0.01738)
	(0.00005)
	(0.00884)

	Number of Jews
	0.08785*
	-0.00017
	0.05020*

	
	(0.03036)
	(0.00008)
	(0.01403)

	Number of Mainline Protestants
	-0.05489*
	-0.00008
	0.00773

	
	(0.01757)
	(0.00006)
	(0.00893)

	Number of Evangelical Protestants
	-0.01896
	0.00013
	-0.02479

	
	(0.05147)
	(0.00018)
	(0.02598)

	Number of Black Protestants
	0.04208*
	-0.00008
	-0.00706

	
	(0.01779)
	(0.00006)
	(0.00904)

	Catholic Church Present
	19.57087
	0.01609
	20.96313*

	
	(26.53651)
	(0.09544)
	(13.45696)

	Jewish Synagogue Present
	46.46330
	0.97121*
	72.34302*

	
	(72.88876)
	(0.24123)
	(37.06220)

	Mainline Church Present
	-47.70996*
	0.06974
	-16.18262

	
	(27.51697)
	(0.11712)
	(13.95940)

	Evangelical Church Present
	-44.60336*
	0.00343
	5.92507

	
	(30.19795)
	(0.12966)
	(15.35488)

	Black Protestant Church Present
	65.58208*
	-0.18160
	-52.42905*

	
	(39.32984)
	(0.15155)
	(19.99866)

	Ave Adj Catholic Churches
	68.07350
	-0.24274
	2.16769

	
	(68.28371)
	(0.24174)
	(34.71392)

	Ave Adj Synagogues
	-42.78348
	0.76736*
	-10.33293

	
	(76.10623)
	(0.18562)
	(38.66061)

	Ave Adj Mainline Churches
	-128.65296*
	-0.17348*
	-31.72032*

	
	(34.14466)
	(0.11009)
	(17.20502)

	Ave Adj Evangelical Churches
	-18.29935
	-0.19264
	-19.97641

	
	(56.93431)
	(0.19435)
	(28.91564)

	Ave Adj Black Protestant Churches
	79.72735*
	-0.05470
	5.70856

	
	(24.04472)
	(0.08134)
	(12.21741)

	Mean Tract Income
	-0.02562
	0.00007
	0.03322*

	
	(0.02143)
	(0.00008)
	(0.01081)

	Number of Craftsmen
	0.00235
	-0.00047*
	-0.05709

	
	(0.09364)
	(0.00027)
	(0.04646)

	Number of Operatives
	0.44336*
	0.00070*
	-0.04099

	
	(0.06740)
	(0.00025)
	(0.03425)

	Number of Laborers
	0.67273*
	0.00064
	-0.20469*

	
	(0.17733)
	(0.00066)
	(0.09015)

	Voting Age Population
	0.54953*
	0.00033*
	0.23259*

	
	(0.02192)
	(0.00007)
	(0.01114)

	Constant
	58.27954
	0.63618*
	3.91921

	
	(88.20904)
	(0.37450)
	(44.61776)

	Observations
	345
	345
	345

	Adjusted R-squared
	0.91
	.32
	0.90


Standard errors in parentheses; * = significant (p < .10, one-tailed). Models 9 & 11 are robust regression models of vote totals with an approximately normally distributed dependent variable. Model 11 is a poisson regression as the dependent variable (votes for the Progressive Party) has many zeros and small counts and has a strong left skew.
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� This is a case study of a single city using pooled, cross-sectional data to describe the period from 1952-58. We do not claim Detroit is representative of all American cities, nor that we can ascertain the national or regional distribution of connections between religious institutions and political outcomes studying a single city. Instead, we attempt to discover the importance of churches and denominational populations for neighborhood-level political outcomes. Examining how the religion-politics connection worked in Detroit in the 1950s involves choosing a case with maximum variance. Detroit supported the Democratic Party and left-wing political candidates when the majority of the state of Michigan and country as a whole voted for the conservative politics of the McCarthy era. Were we to test our hypotheses in a city with less variance in political contention, we would not have the possibility of examining conservative and progressive Catholics and we would lack the intersection of progressive black Protestantism and conservative mainline protestant churches. This study offers the possibility of learning about the range of possibilities in the relationship between church and electoral campaign, a set of relationships that then merit examination in longer time periods and different locations.





� Lenski (1963:28,33) notes that because the French were the first settlers in Detroit, it was a Catholic community during its early history. But as immigrants arrived in Detroit, it made the city more cosmopolitan and much like Cleveland, Pittsburgh, Buffalo, and Chicago in its economics, politics, ethnicity, and religion.


� For ease of exposition, we use for term “church” from here on out to refer to both churches and synagogues.


� For more information on these political party platforms and Michigan Proposal 3, see (XXXX).


� Putnam (2000) emphasizes the 10% drop in church membership since 1950, and the 5% drop in church attendance over this same time period. The discrepancy between his analysis and that of Wald and Greeley is in the timeframe considered. Although Putnam shows data for earlier years (from 1940), he only mentions in passing that the 1940 rates of church membership were lower than they were in 1999 (when using church records; when using the Gallup Poll, they were about 7 percentage points lower in 1999). Putnam’s data show that church attendance was equivalent in 1940 and 1999.


� Zald and McCarthy credit Collins (1982) for this idea.


� We use Lenski’s findings here to help characterize the Detroit religious groups. We do not attempt to measure bonds for our analysis.


� Recent scholarship on denominations has suggested that differences between denominations have decreased over the last 50 years (Wuthnow 1993). Our time frame, which is at the very beginning of this trend, represents a time when they were more pronounced.


� This helps to explain the neighborhood battles over black entry into previously ethnic neighborhoods in Northern cities. Catholics stayed and fought off black entry, while Protestants and Jews moved to the suburbs and avoided direct conflict.


� Relatively conservative in this context meant solidly Democratic Party, as opposed to Democratic with communist sympathies or some third party (left-wing) voting.


� The ACTU was organized to fight communism in unions. It had a liberal political stance, but was staunchly anti-communist. Dorosh criticized it from the left.


� This is contrary to what might be expected in light of Greeley’s argument regarding the importance of community among Catholics.


� We saw earlier that favors bestowed by her husband, Henry Ford, came with strict restrictions.


� The Catholic priesthood was dominated by Irish priests, who tended more towards the Republicans even more so than the component of the Catholic laity that was middle-class (Lenski 1963:306).


� This study has two units of analysis: individuals and neighborhoods. While logically churches form a third level, we assess churches as an attribute of census tracts and groups of tracts (something more like neighborhoods).


� Ordinary least square regression breaks down under conditions on non-constant error variance (heteroskedasticity), is not resistant to outliers and is inefficient, especially in small samples (Dietz et al. 1991). There problems are more severe in aggregate analysis, tract-level data in the current project. Robust regression disregards gross outliers with Cook’s Distance > 1. After an initial OLS model, it employs iteratively reweighted least squares until convergence.


� This was a difficult and tedious process, involving the utilization of several maps at one time, to locate the census tract of the precinct/church. Although we double checked all data, there are bound to be some mistakes due to boundary issues and unclear map information. These mistakes become less important for the adjacency variable, since it calculates the presence of churches in all surrounding areas. Our process was as follows: we used a 1952 precinct map of Detroit as our base. We placed a plastic cover over the map and drew in the census tracts over them. We then recorded the precincts that fell within each cencus tract. For those that straddled the census boarders, we assigned a corresponding proportion to each tract.


� We located each church on our map and recorded the census tract that it fell within.


� This assumes that religious populations were basically stable in the time period under study. Deskins (1972) shows that the main migrations of blacks within Detroit occur during the 1960s. 


� Adjacent pairs of tracts 22 and 23 are merged as are 56 and 58. Tracts 23 and 58 have small populations, 119 and 3 people, respectively, and are missing census data on predictors. These are non-residential areas and merged with adjacent residential areas.


� The Detroit Area Study was not designed as a spatially representative sample of Detroit neighborhoods. Even when data are pooled from 1953-58, 69 tracts have no data. To treat this missing data problem conservatively and bias against a finding in regression models, we substitute the median value for the missing percentage of denominational population.


� To check the accuracy of our estimate, we compare the tract-level means for the proportion of blacks estimated from the DAS data and the 1950 census. A two sample t-test for unpaired data with unequal variances indicates that the means (17.47% black population from the 1950 census and 21.34% black from our pooled DAS estimate) are not significantly different. Our estimate falls within a 95% confidence interval around the true value of the count of blacks from the census. Of course, the ethnic composition of Detroit changed between 1950 and 1958 but these tests indicate that our spatial sample is close to the population despite being based on samples that are not spatially representative. 


� Steensland et al. (2000:297), for example, classify nondenominational/no-denomination Protestants that are frequent church goers as evangelical.


� Since there were only 2 reform congregations and 3 conservative congregations in Detroit during this period, we include only orthodox congregations. This practice most likely works against our hypotheses.


� Steensland et al.’s catch-all “other affiliation” category has no relevance to our analysis. This is because, in individual models, we compare a given religious group to all others (religious and not) in the population. In an aggregate level model we only enter the religious populations of interest.


� Three tracts of 367 had more than two dominant groups by this criteria. In those, mainline Protestant was the largest, so the tract were recoded as “mainline dominant.” 


� Unlike other Detroit Area Studies, the 1953 survey drew a sample of women with children (18-years-old or younger) (Monk and Newcomb 1956). Data were collected on the husband’s occupation, ethnicity, work status. Self-reports of voting in the 1952 election were collected for both husband and wife; 12 percent of women reported that their husband’s political preference differed from their own. Because most households have the husband as employed breadwinner, his occupational information is used to control for social class and the models use husband’s vote. However, it makes no substantive difference to the analysis which spouse is used to code the dependent variable. (For discussion of class effects in these data see XXXX 2003.)


� Studies of religion confirm that how often someone goes to church and how fervently beliefs are held matter to socio-religious outcomes. While there is crude data on church attendance in the Detroit Area Studies, we focus on a more basic test: does the presence of a church matter controlling for the denominational population of a neighborhood. Neither the spatial nature of religious institutions nor the geographic distribution of “religiosity” have been empirically examined in the literature. We are much more certain about the existence of churches and synagogues than of the spatial distribution of some latent and abstract “religiosity” measure.


� It might be asserted that the causal direction of the church-politics relationship is the opposite. This would mean that people of a specific political and religious persuasion moved to be near such a church and, thus, the shift in population not the institution are responsible for the effect we observe. The recent literature on migration and on church-communities ties discounts this argument. Both scholars of religion and church leaders themselves have noted the tendency for people to live increasingly far away from their churches. The Polis Center Project on Religion and Urban Culture even terms these congregants “religious commuters” a trend it has found ongoing since the 1930s (Diamond 1999). Moreover, studies find that religious institutions interact with other neighborhood features to reduce residential mobility rates (Irwin, Tolbert and Lyson MS; Meyers 2000). Rather than attracting people to neighborhoods, churches create reasons for them to stay or, failing that, follow their congregation to a new community. A possible exception is with Latin American immigrants in the late 20th century when churches played an important role acclimating people to their new communities (Hagan and Rose 2003). But our study is of a time period when the major waves of immigration were from the southern United States and Europe.


� None of our measures of religious concentrations were significantly related to neighborhood voting patterns, so they are not presented here. This finding differs from those of previous studies, but as will become apparent later, religious concentrations are significant in our aggregate models.


� All models control for the voting age population. Vote models commonly analyze the proportion of votes for a particular candidate. While intuitive and straightforward to interpret, this practice induces two problems. First, it makes a bounded dependent variable, for which standard models typically predict out-of-range-values. Second, and more seriously, this induces heteroskedasticity because the variance of the mean is inversely proportional to the sample size within the geographic unit. Rather than build that error into the dependent variable, it is better to control for the number of eligible voters in the tract. Results are thus read as the number of votes that a particular variable contributes to the outcome, net of the number of voters.





� Of course, the population of black Protestants and the black population are highly correlated in space (r=0.76). In our aggregate data the concepts of race and black Protestant religion cannot be further disentangled. The effect of the church, however, remains significant no matter which variable is entered.


� As with black Protestants, Jewish, Catholic and white Protestant groups overlap with specific immigrant populations. Members of new immigrant groups, those from Poland, Czechoslovakia, the USSR, Lithuania, Romania and Italy, are highly correlated with the Jewish population, while members of old immigrant groups, those from Germany and the British Isles, are highly correlated with mainline Protestants. Catholics are positively correlated with both groups. As the effect of churches holds regardless of controls, we see religion as a salient community composed of ethnic, racial, and linguistic factors spatially clustered in neighborhoods and around churches.


� Progressive Party candidate Vincent Hallinen had been imprisoned for most of his campaign for contempt of court in his defense of popular Longshoremen’s union leader Harry Bridges at his deportation hearings.


� The hierarchical logistic models of self-reported voting failed to find a role for concentrations of religious members.


� We say “general” theology here because Protestants are divided into 3 basic camps: black, mainline, and evangelical. The black Protestant church has a religious meaning system and social organization that is similar to that of evangelical Protestants. But it emphasizes components of the theology that are particularly relevant to the black experience (Steensland et al. 2000).
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