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Findings in Brief

» Approximately 10.3 million Californians voted in the N¢
vember 1996 Presidential elections, down from 11.4 mill
four years earlier. The 1996 election’s citizen participat
rate was 52.6%, the lowest in a Presidential electior
California since 1924.

Voting by mail continued to grow in overall popularity wi
voters. Over 2 million Californians voted by mail using
absentee ballot in the 1996 election. Mail ballot voting
increased in each successive Presidential election in Ca
nia over the past twenty years from 4.5% of votes castin 1
to 20.2% last year.

of better educated, more affluent, and older voters than va
in previous recent Presidential elections. As compare
precinct voters, mail ballot voters included proportionat
more political conservatives and voters over the age of

Democrat Bill Clinton carried California in 1996 by a 1
point margin — 51% to 38% — over Republican Bob Do
The 1996 vote for President was highly partisan and ideol

T%
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Voting participation in the 1996 Presidential election
_lowest since 1924

oThe long term trend of declining voting participation in

oiCalifornia accelerated in 1996, ranking last year’s election
iaas the lowest participation rate of any Presidential election
in this state since 1924. According to the California

th Secretary of State slightly more than 19.5 million adult

L citizens were eligible to register and vote in the 1996
a lections. Of these, about 10.3 million Californians actu-
&ly voted, a participation rate of 52.6%.

97he chart below compares the citizen participation rate in
Presidential elections in California since 1924. It shows

California voters in 1996 tended to include larger proportign®'at voting participation increased significantly between

te}924 and 1940, reflecting the steady increase in voting by
4 women following the passage of the 19th Amendment.
3h}/oting participation peaked in 1940 at 78.3%, but has
sdrended downward ever since.

3 There was a big increase in the number of citizen-eligible
evotersin 1972, when the minimum voting age was lowered
hditom 21to 18. This developmentis partially responsible for

cal, with Democrats and liberals heavily supporting Clin
and Republicans and conservatives strongly backing

However, the key to Clinton’s win in California was h
greater than two to one vote lead among political moder
While there were differences in voter preferences by ge

glepressing voting participation in subsequent years be-
|jgause the proportion of 18-20 year old citizens who vote
stends to be lower than for the rest of the population.
tddowever, other factors also were at work in lowering voter
diprnout in the 1996 elections, including less interest in the

and race/ethnicity, pluralities of men and women as wel JRresidential campaign and the absence of other statewide
whites and minorities preferred Clinton over Dole. candidate races such as for Governor or U.S. Senator on the

ballot.
Proposition 209, the controversial ballot measure banning

state-based affirmative action programs, was approved by
this state’s voters by a 55% to 45% margin. The vote on
209 varied widely by subgroup. Republicans favored P
209 four to one, while Democrats were opposed by gre
than a two to one margin. White non-Hispanics supported
initiative 62% to 38%, while majorities of Latino, black ar
Asian voters were opposed. The initiative carried am
both male and female voters, although men, especially w
men, were most supportive.

Table 1

Proportion of Citizen-Eligibles Participating
in California Presidential Elections
ater (1924-1996)
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A comparison of the demographic characteristics of re
tered voters and eligible non-registrants in this state finds
the older a citizen is, the more likely he or she is to
registered to vote. In addition, white non-Hispanics are m
likely to be registered to vote than Latino and Asian citize
Education and income are also closely tied to registra
status, with registered voters skewed more toward the u
end of each subgroup.
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Voting by mail continues to grow in popularity Table 3
Over the past two decades, there has been a contijuing Regional and Demographic Characteristics of the
growth in both the percentage and absolute number of Gali- ~ California Electorate — 1996 vs. 1992 and 1988
fornians voting by mail. In the 1996 Presidential election, a 1996 1992 1988
record 2,078,065 absentee votes were cast, comprising 2p.2Bggion
of the total statewide vote. Los Angeles County 24.4% 24.9% 26.8%
San Francisco Bay Area 23.3 235 234
The table below illustrates the increasing popularity of mail  central valley 14.7 14.2 13.5
ballot voting. Prior to 1976 absentee voting varied oply San Diego County 8.8 8.8 8.7
slightly comprising no more than 4% or 5% of all votes cgst. Orange County 8.5 8.6 8.9
Since 1976, voting by mail has increased in each successivelnland Empire 8.3 8.3 7.5
Presidential election in California — from 4.5% in 1976[to  Central Coast 7.1 6.9 6.8
20.2% in 1996. North Coast/Sierras 4.9 4.8 4.4
Party identification
Table 2 Democrat 42% 41% 42%
Precinct and Absentee Ballot Voting Republican 38 37 41
in California Presidential Elections since 1976 Independent 20 22 17
Precinct Voters Absentee Voters Political ideology
1996 8,185,425 (78.8%) 2,078,065 (20.2%) Conservative 33% 29% 32%
1992 9,424,005 (82.9%) 1,950,179  (17.1%) Moderate 45 49 a7
1988 8,759,686 (85.9%) 1,434,853  (14.1%) Liberal 22 22 21
1984 8,882,801 (90.7%) 913,574  (9.3%) | Age
1980 8,226,382 (93.7%) 549,077 (6.3%) 18 — 29 17% 19% 20%
1976 7,770,508  (95.5%) 366,694  (4.5%) 30 — 49 42 48 44
50-59 14 12 13
Changes in the shape of the California electorate 60 or older 28 21 23
The 1996 el_ection witngssed some significant changes iT th(e;eTrng 47% 47% 49%
demographic composition of voters compared to earlier Piesi- pemale 53 53 51
dential elections. For example,... Ethnici
« Voters in 1996 included larger proportions of better eglu- White (non-Hispanic) 7% 79% 81%
cated and more affluent voters than in previous electipns. Hispanic 11 10 7
For example, 36% of voters last year reported an anpual Black 6 6 8
household income of $60,000 or more, up from 3194 in Asian 4 4 4
1992 and 25% in 1988. Similarly, nearly half (46%) of Other 2 1 .
1996 general election voters were college graduates, uffinnual household income
from 42% and 41% in 1992 and 1988. Under $20,000 16% 19% 23%
$20,000 — $39,999 24 26 27
* Voters in 1996 also tended to be older. Over four in ften $40,000 — $59,999 24 24 25
California voters (42%) were age 50 or older in 1996,[up $60,000 or more 36 31 25
from 33% in 1992 and 36% in 1988. Education
« Aslightly smaller proportion of voters in 1996 (77%) wefe  High school grad orless  22% 26% 25%
white non-Hispanic. Whites comprised 79% of Presiden- Some college/trade school 32 32 34
tial voters in California in 1992 and 81% in 1988. College graduate 26 25 23
Post graduate work 20 17 18
* One third of voters in 1996 (33%) were conservativel ingeligion
politics, up from 29% in 1992. Protestant 47% 45% 45%
« Aslightly smaller proportion of the electorate in 1996 wgre Catholic 28 28 25
Los Angeles County residents than in previous years. Jewish ° o o
Other 7 9 9
+ Female voters outnumbered male voters by a six perdent- No preference 13 13 16
age point margin — 53% to 47%, similar to the distributi O ource: Regional vote comes from the California Secretary of State’s
of the California vote in 1992. official Statement of Vote. All other demographic characteristics are
+ Votersideniyingwithhe Demacratic Party outnumberkd 11 e o b
Republican Party identifiers by 4 percentage points (42%vser News Service in California.
to 38%), similar to 1992. * less than 1/2 of 1%
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Characteristics of precinct and absentee voters Table 4

1eOComparing the Regional and Demographic Characteristics

In the November 1996 election, The Field Institute tean ' X X
it of Precinct Voters and Absentee Voters in the 1996 Election

with the Voter News Service (VNS), which conducts ek

o : : Precinct Absentee/mail
pol!s for the teIeV|S|on net_works on Elgctlon Day, to retrigve voters ballot voters
estimates of the California vote. Estimates of the prec N ion
vote (i.e., voters_ who cast their ballots at _the polls on_EIectlo Los Angeles County 26% 19%
Day) were retrieved from VNS's Election Day exit po|l. san Francisco Bay Area 23 23
Estimates of the absentee vote were obtained through aentral valley 15 15
separate pre-election telephone survey of voters by The Fieldsan Diego County 8 12
Institute conducted in the final week of the 1996 electjon Orange County 8 9
campaign. A total of 3,229 voters, including 2,815 precipct Inland Empire 8 8
voters and 414 absentee ballot voters, were interviewed inCentral Coast 6 9

. North Coast/Sierra 5 6
this effort.
) | Party identification
Table 4 compares how precinct and absentee voters differeghemocrat 44% 36%
on various regional and demographic characteristics. |Ac-Republican 38 40
cording to the survey, absentee ballot voters in 1996 differedindependent/other 18 24
from precinct voters in the following ways: Political ideology
« A larger proportion of absentee ballot voters than prec|nct I\C/lor&ser\éative 251% :'41%
voters were residents of San Diego County or the Central loderate
. . Liberal 24 15
Coast counties between Los Angeles and the San Fran :|scoe
Baty Art(ta]a. Et’;y cczntrastt, propoonng:jelytmofri priu cI 18-29 18% 13%
voters than absentee voters were residents of Los Angeles; ,q 43 36
County. 50-59 14 13
« Absentee voters in 1996 included proportionately feyer 60 or older 25 38
Democrats and a larger proportion of Republicans andender
independents. The party identification of absentee vofersMen 48% 45%
in 1996 was 40% Republican, 36% Democrat and 24% \Women 52 55
independent/other. Among precinct voters the distributioBthnicity _ .
was weighted more to the Democratic side — 44% Demmo- White (non-Hispanic) 76% 81%
crat, 38% Republican and 18% independent/other. Latino _ 12 9
_ . Black/African-American 6 5
» Absentee ballot voters were more likely than precipct Asian/other 6 6
voters to report themselves to be conservative in politic&nnual household income
and less likely to be liberal. Among absentee voters in 1996ynder $20,000 16% 17%
41% were conservative, 15% were liberal and 44% were $20,000-$39,999 23 26
moderates. Among precinct voters the split was 3[1% $40,000-$59,999 25 21
conservative, 24% liberal, and 45% moderate. $60,000 or more 36 36
; tion
» Absentee ballot voters were older on average than pre m'%%
. g P igh school grad or less 22% 22%
voters. Among absentee voters the majority (51%) were
. Some college/trade school 31 38
age 50 or older, while 49% were under age 50. Among
. College graduate 27 21
precinct voters 61% were under age 50 and 39% were age,
ost graduate work 20 19
50 or older. o
_ _ Religion
» Compared to precinct voters, absentee voters included gprotestant 45% 56%
somewhat larger proportion of women and white n@n- Catholic 29 22
Hispanics. Jewish 6 3
. . . . . Other 7 6
» Absentee voters in Californiain 1996 mcl_uded pro_portlc N- No preference 13 13
ately more Protestants and fewer Catholic or Jewish vctel(]? :
than did precinct voters Marital status
) Married/living together 54% 61%
» Compared to precinct voters, a larger proportion of abgen-Separated/divorced/widow 22 22
tee ballot voters were married or living together and feyver Single/never married 24 17
were single. Source: 1996 Field Institute estimates




An analysis of the California vote for President Table 5
Democrat Bill Clinton defeated Republican Bob Dole |in California Voter Prefererrces for President in 1996
California by a 51% to 38% margin. Reform Party candidate Clinton Dole  Perot Others*
Ross Perot received 7% of the vote, while other candidpt&$atewide Total 51% 38 74
running for President garnered a collective 4%. Clintop’&kegion
13-point victory in California was similar to his vote margjin(-24) Los Angeles County 59% 31 7 3
over Republican George Bush four years earlier, whef?® San Francisco Bay Area  61% 28 6 >
Clinton received 46% of the California vote, Bush 33% & nc? 15 Central Valley 45% a6 ! 2
! .09) San Diego County 44% 46 7 3
Perot 21%. (.09) Orange County 38% 52 8 2
: ; : ; .08) Inland Empire 44% 44 9 3
An .anaIyS|s of the 1996 vote in California shows the foIIow-E.OY; Contral Copast 47% 40 3 5
Ing: (.05) North Coast/Sierra 38% 48 9 5
* Clinton carried the two major Democratic Party strong-arty identification
holds of the San Francisco Bay Area and Los Angelest2) Democrat 87% 5 4 4
County (which together account for almost half of the(-38) Republican 13% 80 6 1
statewide vote) by large two to one margins. Dole did <0 Independent/other 48% 28 16 8
well in the state’s traditionally Republican strongholds Political ideology
While Dole carried Orange County by a 52% to 389433 Conservative 19% 71 8 2
margin, he only narrowly outpolled Clinton in San Die ]O(.45)|\/_|oderate 61% 29 ! 3
. (22) Liberal 79% 8 6 7
County and the Central Valley, and split evenly the votep Ogender
the Inland Empire. (53 Women 56% 35 6 3
» The vote for President was highly partisan and ideologital47) Men 46% 41 9 4
Self-identified Democrats supported Clinton by a 87% tethnicity
5% margin, while self-identified Republicans supported.77) White (non-Hispanic) 46% 42 8 4
Dole 80% to 13%. Conservatives favored Dole by a 7[1% (-41) White women 51% 39 6 4
to 19% margin, while liberals supported Clinton 79%|to (-36) White men 40% 47 9 4
8%. However, Clinton captured the large segment drf;éi Ié?f;g]k(;Afl’iCan-American 7é34/(;0 217 75 24
gozdgi;a;te voters by a greater than two to one margin (()1(.86) Asian/other 5204 43 4 1
o) Age
» While there were some significant differences in voter.TCI?_)lS—zg 54% 32 8 6
preferences by gender, both men and women favgre@o) 30-49 52% 38 6 4
Clinton. Among women Clinton defeated Dole by 21(25)50-59 49% 40 8 3
percentage points (56% to 35%), while among men Clintgn’?® 60 or older 51% 41 6 2
preference margin was 5 points (46% to 41%). Education
) ) ) ) ) (-22)High school grad or less  57% 30 10 3
. CImton_carned _th_e WhI'Fe nqn-Hlspanlc vote by a narr DW 31) Some college/trade school 47% a4 7 2
four-point margin in California (46% to 42%). By contrast, ,s)college graduate 47% 42 7 4
Clinton was preferred over Dole by larger margins ameng,1) post graduate work 53% 36 4 7
the state’s ethnic and racial minorities, especially among,sehold income
African-Americang84% to 7%pnd Latinog70%10 21%). [ | 10)Less than $15,000 68% 24 5 3
« Clinton bested Dole among voters in each age catedori?) $15,000-$29,999 59% 29 7 5
although the President’'s preference margin was widle§gd) $30,000-$49,999 2% 36 8 4
among younger voters under age 30 (54% to 32%). Cli to(ff) $50,000-574,999 48% 42 ! 8
s (:25)$75,000 or more 42% 48 6 4
also outpolled Dole across all educational levels, but dlgeli ion
best among voters with post graduate training and vate S8) Protestant 49% 48 7 3
with only a high school education or less. (.27) Catholic 53% 33 6 3
« Higher income voters were more likely to support Doje.05) Jewish 76% 12 6 6
while middle and lower income voters were much mgré?? Other 62% 22 9 7
likely to favor Clinton. (-13) No preference 61% 22 10 7
. . . * Includes Green party candidate Ralph Nader (2%), Libertarian Part
* Protestants supported Dole by a six point margin (48% to candidate Harry Browne (1%) and various others (less than 1/2 of 19
42%), while Catholics favored Clinton 53% to 38%. AmongSource: Statewide and regional vote percentages are based on official
voters affiliated with the Jewish or other religions and th )sgl’}ggsr gﬁg";g;’eEgnté‘:si?gfgé?&as tzgngﬁg‘%ggsetsgeéri%g?odrﬁ”;)‘(’iggié)l
with no religious preference, Clinton was overwhelminglyprecinct voters on Election Day and pre-election telephone surveys
preferred by margins of three to one or more. absentee voters conducted by Voter News Service in California (n=3,21
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Vote analysis of Prop. 209, the anti-affirmative actio Table 6
initiative Voter Preferences on Proposition 209
. . . the Anti-Affirmative Action Initiative
Proposition 209, the highly controversial ballot measure ( v ) N
which prohibits preferential treatment and dismantles eXist . €3 9
ing public-sector affirmative action programs based on racetatewide Total 55% 45
sex, color, ethnicity or national origin, was approved |[byregion
California voters in the 1996 general election by a 55% t6?4) Los Angeles County 46‘V: 54
45% margin. An analysis of the vote by regional gnd?3 San Francisco Bay Area 406/0 o4
demographic subgroups shows the following: (15) Central Valley 62% 38
' (.09) San Diego County 63% 37
« The vote on Prop. 209 was highly partisan, with Repuplic09) Orange County 64% 36
cans favoring it four to one, and Democrats opposed by(88 Inland Empire 6100/0 39
greater than two to one margin. Independents favored th&) Central Coast =8% 42
S . . (.05) North Coast/Sierra 68% 32
initiative by six points (53% to 47%). . R
) ) Party identification
* Prop. 209 passed by large margins across all regions df th&) pemocrat 3204 68
state, except the heavily Democratic regions of Los Anjges7) Republican 80% 20
les County and the nine-county San Francisco Bay Areg. {r0) Independent/other 53% a7
these two areas, No voters outnumbered Yes voters by b4%litical ideology
to 46% margins. By contrast, voters in the rural countiep @B3) Conservative 76% 24
the North Coast and Sierras voted Yes by a greater thar) tw$) Moderate 54% 46
to one margin. (.22) Liberal 27% 73
Political ideol v linked - frGender
* Political ideology was strongly linked to opinions of t € 52yWomen 5204 48
measure. Conservatives were strongly supportive, fayorag) men 59% a1
1 0
ing Prop. 209 more than three t_o one (76/:)) to 24 0o thnicity
Cor_1\_/ersely, liberals opposed the initiative 73% 10 27%:77) White (non-Hispanic) 62% 38
Political moderates were somewhat more divided, put (40)White women 58% 42
voted in favor by 8 points. (.37) White men 66% 34
. L . | _(11)Latino 30% 70
There were big dlfferer_\c_es in vo'Fer prefer(_ances. on P:o %6 Black/African-American 2704 73
ZQ9 by race a_md ethnicity. White non-Hispanics WETe e Asian/other 44% 56
highly supportive of the measure (62% to 38%). By c mfiqﬁ
trast, large majorities of Latino, black and Asian VOters o 18 29 48% 52
were opposed. (:33)30-49 52% 48
« The initiative carried among both male and female voter§2®) 28'59 ” 5579(){/0 ‘ﬁ
although men — especially white men — were mgst?3°® Or 0lder °
supportive. Education
(-21) High school grad or less 55% 45
» Voters age 60 or older supported Prop. 209 by 18 points;1) some college/trade school 59% 41
while voters under age 30 were opposed (52% to 48%). A7) College graduate 58% 42
majority of \_/(_)ters inthe middle age categories voted Yes$ Qfd1) Post graduate work 51% 49
the proposition. Household income
« While majorities of voters across all education levgl$09)Less than $15,000 39% 61
supported the initiative, there were big differences in vqter'”) %8888124%%%% ‘ég;//" Zi
preferences by income. For example, voters earning |glsep) ©50,J00=539, 0°
han $15,000 opposed the initiative 61% to 39%, whil 24 $50,000-574,999 S7% 43
t , PP , ) 25)$75,000 or more 61% 39
voters with annual household income levels of $75,000 Yeligion
more supported it 61% to 39%. —q_(. 48) Protestant 64% 36
* Protestants were much likely to be supportive of Prop. p0g7) Catholic 53% 47
than other voters in California. Nearly two in three Protps.05) Jewish 47% 53
o L o 04:07) Other 39% 61
tants (64%) voted Yes on the initiative, while just 3§% 19 No preference iy 49
voted No. Catholics, Jews and those with no reIigiTug )Nop _ : > _
preference were closely divided on Prop. 209, while vofeiSeLICe, Seyioe snciegionaluote pecentages aregaseconofio ot
affiliated with other religions voted against the initiative bysubgroup preferences are adjusted percentages derived from exit pollfs of
a 61% to 39% margin. precinct voters on Election Day and pre-election telephone surveys| of
absentee voters conducted by Voter News Service in California (n=3,034).
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Demographic characteristics of California’s registeregl

voters in 1996

Inits ongoing statewide surveys, The Field Institute regularly
asks Californians who are citizens about their voting registra-

tion status. The Institute’s most recent review of the cha
teristics of registered voters vs. eligible non-registrant

summarized in Table 7 opposite. A summary of the mo
salient demographic differences found from this comparig

is as follows:

» Women are slightly more likely to be registered to vote tf

"4}

Table 7
Demographic characteristics of registered voters
and eligible non-registrants in California
(among citizen-eligible adults)

men. Over two-thirds (68%) of citizen-eligible women gre ™ 15 54

registered to vote vs. 65% among men.

» The older a citizen is, the more likely he or she is to
registered to vote. Among younger citizens age 18-24,

about half (51%) are currently registered. The proportion 50-59
who are registered increases with each successive| age 60 or older
category and reaches 75% among those age 60 or ol¢leRace/ethnicity

» White non-Hispanics are more likely to be registered to
vote than any other racial/ethnic subgroup in Califorrjia.

Three quarters (74%) of white citizens are registered to Asian/other

vote, compared to 67% of African-Americans and 509

among citizen-eligible Latinos or Asians.

« Citizens who identify themselves as strong conservatives Moderately conservative

or strong liberals are more likely to be registered to

than more moderate voters. For example, 82% of stong Moderately liberal
conservatives are registered to vote, while 18% are hot. Strongly liberal
Among strong liberals 74% are registered and 26% are|n@&ducation

On the other hand, the proportion of registered vo
among moderate conservatives, middle-of-the-roaderg
moderate liberals ranges between 60% and 64%.

» Education is closely associated with a citizen’s likelihop

of being registered to vote. While just 59% of adults wj

a high school education or less are registered, 77% of those
who have completed post graduate work are registergd.

* Household income also relates to a person’s likelihoo@l to  $60.000-$79,999

be registered. For example, just 59% of those with
annual household income of less than $20,000 are currg
registered, while 75% of those earning $80,000 or more
year are registered.

* Protestants are slightly more likely than Californians
other faiths and those without a religious preference tg
registered to vote.

* Homeowners are far more likely to be registered to v
than renters. Greater than seven in ten homeowners (]
are currently registered, compared to just 59% of rent

» Voters who are single and have never been married are

likely to be registered to vote than are those who are or have Separated/divorced/widow

been married. Slightly more than half of single reside
(55%) are registered, compared to 70% of current or for
married residents.

J Registered Eligible
a_c- to vote non-registrants
Statewide 67% 33
ender
Male 65% 35
Female 68% 32
@Age
51% 49
25-29 57% 43
be 30-39 67% 33
nly 40-49 70% 30
73% 27
75% 24
White (non-Hispanic) 74% 26
Latino 50% 50
Black/African-American 67% 33
50% 50
"bolitical ideology
Strongly conservative 82% 18
60% 40
te Middle-of-the-road 64% 36
62% 38
74% 26
ers High school grad or less 59% 41
and Some college/trade school 71% 29
College graduate 73% 27
d Post graduate work 7% 23
itHiousehold income
Under $20,000 59% 41
d $20,000-$39,999 66% 34
$40,000-$59,999 69% 31
72% 28
an  $80,000 or more 75% 25
e Nligion
Per protestant 70% 30
Roman Catholic 68% 32
of Jewish 69% 31
pe Other 65% 35
No preference 67% 33
Tenure
%t%) Homeowner 73% 27
Renter 59% 41
arRAaritaI status
less Married/living together 70% 30
70% 30
nts Single/never married 55% 45

M&ource: 1996 Field Institute estimates. The Field Institute’s estimate of
overall statewide proportion of citizen-eligible Californians registered t
vote is lower than the official totals published by the California Secretary
State due to allowances for “deadwood” on the official registration rolls.
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Demographic differences among partisans

According to official state estimates, 47.2% of all registe

5.0% are registered with another party and 11.4% declin

state a party preference. However, the official voter roll

contain a relatively large amount of “deadwood” due to

Lol
voters in California are Democrats, 36.4% are Republican

Table 8

excluding “deadwood”

e

(among registered voters)

Estimates of party registration in California

Democrat Republican Other

fact that some voters on the rolls are deceased or have mpveénder

The Field Institute estimates that the current distributior

California’s registered voters excluding deadwood listingg is (.52) Female

45% Democratic, 39% Republican and 16% other. A degyge

graphic profile of the state’s registered voters by party revealg.09) 18-24

the following:

» There is a big partisan difference between men and worhen
Greater than half of the state’s female voters (51%) |a
Democrats, while just 35% are Republicans. Among Men( 25) 60 or older

the GOP holds a 43% to 39% edge.

» There are large differences in party registration by rg
ethnicity. Among white non-Hispanics, Republicans o
number Democrats 45% to 39%. However, among re
tered African-Americans, Democrats outnumber Repu
cans 83% to 6%. Among Latino registrants, the Democ
hold a 59% to 25% edge over the GOP and am
Asians/others Democrats hold a 45% to 35% registra
advantage.

» Voters at both the high and low end of the educallop|

scale are more likely to be registered as Democrats
Republicans.

* Republicans outnumber Democrats by a 47% to 3
margin among Californians whose annual household
come is $80,000 or more, and by a 45% to 39% among t
in the $60,000 - $79,999 income group. However, Der
crats have an edge over the GOP among all other inc
groups, particularly the lowest.

Renters are much more likely to be registered as Demo
than Republicans (52% to 29%). On the other h
Republicans have an edge over Democrats among h
owners 45% to 41%.

Protestants tend to be more Republican in their part
affiliation (51% to 37%). Roman Catholics, Jews, thd
affiliated with other religions, as well as those with
religious preference are more apt to be Democrats.

Married Californians are slightly more likely to be regi

tered as Republicans than Democrats, whereas voters pojitical ideolo .
h .19) Strongly conservative
W .14) Moderately conservative

are separated, divorced or widowed, as well as singles
have never married, are more likely to be Democrats.

The political ideology of registrants is closely relat
to their party affiliation. Strong or moderate conservati
are predominantly Republicans, while strong or mode
liberals are predominantly Democratic.
currently divide three to two (48% to 32%) in favor
Democrats.

h€100%) Statewide 45%
of (.48) Male 39%
51%
45%
(.10) 25-29 47%
(.23) 30-39 40%
(.19) 40-49 48%
'€ 14) 50-59 42%
48%
Race/ethnicity
ce/(.73) White (non-Hispanic) 39%
t- (.15) Latino 59%
pis-(.06) Black/African-American  83%
bli- (:06) Asian/other 45%
Fakgducation
47%

png(-31) High school grad or less
ion(-36) Some college/trade school 44%

(.18) College graduate 41%
(.15) Post graduate work 48%
ousehold income
han 19y Under $20,000 55%
(.30) $20,000-$39,999 46%
09%(.22) $40,000-$59,999 43%
in-(-13) $60,000-$79,999 39%
hosé16) $80,000 or more 39%
hotenure
bmé.63) Homeowner 41%
(.37) Renter 52%
§ §eligion
b .48) Protestant 37%
n '(.25) Roman Catholic 51%
ME&03) Jewish 66%
(.06) Other 40%
sar(-18) No preference 57%
sdMarital status
no (.54) Married/living together  41%

(.22) Separated/divorced/widow 49%

X (.24) Single/never married 51%
16%

30%

(.45) Middle-of-the-road 48%

bd (.12) Moderately liberal 71%
es (.10) Strongly liberal 80%
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atsource: 1996 Field Institute estimates.
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Wide ethnic and racial differences between California’s overall population and its voters

Of the state’s 32.3 million residents, approximately
million or 53% are white non-Hispanic, while 47% or ap- adults are not citizens and are therefore not eligible to vg
proximately 15 million are members of racial or ethnic Among the state’s citizen-eligible populatiorhe Field

minorities. However, whereas racial and ethnic minorities Poll estimates that just 34% are racial/ethnic minorities|

now represent almost half of the state’s population, in [the fispanic and Asian citizens are less likely than white no
November 1996 elections they comprised just 23% of [the ispanics and blacks to be registered to vote. Becaus
vote. this, racial/ethnic minorities comprise just 27% of th
state’s registered voters.

« California’s racial and ethnic minority population is gengr* Among Californians registered to vote, disproportionate
ally much younger than their white Anglo counterparts fewer minorities turned out to vote in the 1996 President
Because of this, racial/ethnic minorities account fo : ) e ,
smaller share of the state’s nearly 23 million adults (43%) Because of this, racial/ethnic minorities accounted for ju
23% of all voters.

than they do of the state’s total population (47%).

Some of the reasons for this disparity are:

1aL.l Disproportionately more of the state’s Hispanic or Asign

é election than did their white non-Hispanic counterparts.

Table 9
California Population and Voting Participation by Race/Ethnicity — 1996
Total Adult Citizen- Registered 1996 General

Population Population eligible-adults voters election voters

(000's) (%) (000's) (%) (000's) (%) (000's) (%) (000's) (%)
Total — 1996 32,344 100% 22,800 100% 19,527 100% 13,000 100% 10,263 100%
White (non-Hispanic) 17,150 (53%) 13,000 (57%0) 12,900 (66%0) 9,500 (73%) 7,900 (77%)
Latino 9,850 (30) 6,100 (27) 3,800 (19) 1,950 (15) 1,178 (11)
Black/African-American 1,844 (6) 1,300 (6) 1,150 (6) 750 (6) 610 (6)
Asian/other 3,500 (11) 2,400 (10) 1,677 (9) 800 (6) 575 (6)

! California Department of Finance
2 California Secretary of State
All other figures are 1996 Field Institute estimates.

About The Field Institute

The Field Institute is a non-partisan, not-for-profit research organization devoted to the study of public opin
a variety of social, economic and political issues. The Institute was established with funds and support fro
Research Corporation, one of the oldest and largest marketing and opinion research companies in the
United States. The Institute’s annual operating revenues come from a variety of sources which include: (1
sponsors of The Field Poll, (2) an Academic Consortium of UC and CSU campuses, and (3) underwriters o
studies.

Individuals or organizations can obtain a subscription to the Institute’s Field Poll and California Opinion In
publications for an annual fee of $250 per year.

Officers of The Field Institute are Mervin Field, President, and Mark DiCamillo, Director.
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