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16. As a point of comparison, in 1948 there were 103 Democrats in southern
seats and two Republicans. . ¢ . ) -
17..This data file was,assembled.by, Wright, Brikson,.and Mclver. It is.a con-
solidation of the, partisanship.and, 1deolc rscﬂsipqri‘srggl._‘fo'_r,'r_éspg’qglden'tsv;_o the. CBS
News opinign polls over time. For the figure presented here, 1 simply took thie aver-
- age of the unweighted .meary; :scorqgg;'fo; the, southern states on Rgpublican and con-
servative identification. The mirimum N-for any given. year was approximately
1,900. This version ofthe datafile, covering; the years '1976-2003, was. available on
Wright’s home page (http://mypage.’iu.edu/~wright1/). - o
18. The 2008 exit poll data used. throughout this chapter are from the National
Flection Pool, conducted by Edison Media Research/Mitofsky International. The
pational results are used, ‘asigr‘v_e,gagh of the. southern states.’ The 2004 exit-poll data
used in Figure 2.5 come from the Edison Media Research/Mitofksy. International
data, collected for the national media pool.. : PP
19. The numbers reported throughout this chapter are based on published exit-
poll results. I used the files available on www.msnbe.com, but the same results are
available through numerous outlefs. .. e ‘, C
" 20. Indeed, one of the early rounds of “speculation in 2008 revolved around the

possibility of Obama generating a massive wave of African American turnout, -

potentially flipping a southern.state like Mississippi or. Georgia. o .
'21. On the topic.of religious conservatives in American polifics, see Lienesch
(1993) and Wilcox (1996). . i '

. 22. Other faiths, such ag, Jewish, Unitarian, and so forth, would be interesting
to' compare. However, the region isidominated by Protestant, faiths, Surveys, even
those as large as.the nationalexit, poll, donot collect enough responses for-these
smaller faiths to make analysis possible. : AR o

93, As a resident of Mississippi, I can offer a personal note of experience on
how party and ideology may be used in the South for electoral purposes. Recent
elections in my, state have offered an endléss stream of candidates enthusiastically
proclaiming the breadth and depth of their conservatism (nobody runs as a moderate,
much less a liberal): In; contrast, the use of partisan labels is more uneven, with
Republicans putting their partisan brand. prominently in advertisements, while
Democrats simply never acknowledge anything other than the fact that they, are a
conservative candidate. . - x| U FI

24. Tt is also possible, that both campaigns worked, to. ayoid race. The
Republicans may. have tried to.avoid. any allegation of racism, while, the:Democratic
campaign may have wished to.downplay race for fear of any backlash. - L

25.. Note I am not arguing that there is: some sort of a master strategy put
together to somehow ,c'gmmxi:giqgt;e, subtle messages.to conservative whites who may
have some level of apprehension about race or policy related. {0 race. Rather, I think
it is likely that a range of Republican players, all acting with the same general out-
look, can manage to send a}:}'gnge of signs that may be read favorably by someone
uncomfortable with the idea;of government-mandated equality. The effect may be to

create, a racially. polarized vote ‘without ever.making a racial appeal.

_ The Transformation of
- Southern Presidential Primaries
Seth C McKee and Danny Hayes

" THE-PREEMINENT ROLE OF PRIMARIES IN SELECTING PRESIDENTIAL
nominees prompts us t0 consider their importance in the American South—
~ aregion undergoing the most partisan change since the end of World War IL
Because the road to the White House for Democratic and Républican presi-
~dential aspirants means winning primaries, we contend primaries are the
" main vehicle for producing party-system change. In their capacity to decide
y_vhi_ch candidate represents the party in the general election, the substantial-
_. Iy smaller subpopulations of voters who participate in primary contests have
become presidential kingmakers. :
:VFigure;B.'l documents the percentage of southern voters who took part
in 'Republicah primary contests in those election years when both parties
" had competitive nominations. For the first two-contests following the end.of
- World War IL; presidential primaries were a rare and inconsequential mecha-
_nism of candidate selection. There were no Republican primaries in the
South in 1948 and 1952, and the only Democratic primaries occurred in
Alabama (1948) and Florida (1948 and 1952). By contrast, in more recent
years, the number -of southern presidential primaries has not only..increased,
~ but the percentage of southerners who voted in-Republican contests also
- substantially increased. In 2000, for those southern states holding presiden-
tial; primaries for both parties, 53-percent of voters pparticipated in
Republican contests.In 2008, the greater competitiveness. and. protracted
-.contest:between ‘Democraits Barack :Obama-and Hillary Clinton: attracted
‘more:southern voters to:Democratic primaries. (61 percent), but. up. through
“Super Tuesday (February 5, 2008);:before it was apparent that John McCain
. would be the Republican nominee; more than 46 percent of southerners had
‘woted in GOPRiraces. = ©© i C e R ;
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Flgure 3.1 Percentage of Southern Voters Participating
in Repubhcan Presidential Prlmarles, Selected Years
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Somce Data from 1948 to 2000 are from Gmcle to U S. Elccaons (CQ Press 2005). 2008
data are from Michae! P. McDonald, http: //e[ectlons gmu: edu/Voter Tumout 2008_
Primaries.htm.

Note: In 1948 and 1952, there.wese no Republican pre51dentml primaries in the South, With-

the exceptxon of 1948 and 1952, data exclude states that did not hold pnmamcs for both partles
in a given election year (in 1980 Arkansas [Democratxc primary], Mississippi [Republican pn-
mary]; and South Carolina [Republican primary]; in 1988 South. Carolina [Republican pri-
mary]; in 2000 South Carolina [Repubhcan primary], and Virginia [Republican primary]).

~ In this chapter we assess the'degree of stability aiid.change in southern
presidential primary. electorates. ‘We do this by examining several of the
characteristics of southern primary voters based on the results.of exit polls
spanning the last-seven elections. (1984-2008). “Not surprisingly, there. is-a
substantial difference in-the, characteristics of Democratic versus Republican
voters. What might be unexpected, though, is the extent to. which the south-
ern Republican primary electorate has stabilized, whereas the. Democratic
electorate continues to.transform. As the most polmcally distinctive region
and the one part.of the United States where the term “realignment” is undis-
puted, the American South’s primary electorates reflect this, substantial parti-
san change while simultaneously serving as a vehicle for fosteringit.
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- The characteristics.of the ‘groups comprising -the-southern Democratic
and Republican primary electorates:have .implications for the presidential
nomination: procéss. With respect to: the ideological dimension, there is -no
longer. a.distinct regional flavor to voter preferences in the Democratic elec-
torate because most-conservatives now participate-in Republican primaries:
In addition, descriptive representation is elevated by the' substantial minori-
ty presence in the' Democratic electorate: Whereas the contemporary south-
ern Demotratic primary electorate now:typically reflects the preferences of
voters inside and-outside the region, fortlie: Republican: Party successful
campaigning in Dixie is critical. Inia crowded:2008 field, the candidacy of
Mike Huckabee demonstrated hisregional appeal, whereby the party’s most
conservative :voters: can .still produce electoral - outcomes that diverge from
the national-picture,; The southern GOP primary:electorate has hardened into

'aracially and ideologically homogeneous base of voters who routinely: play

a: deGISIVB 1ole in picking thexr party’s ples1dent1al nominee.

Southern Presidential Primaries, 1948-2008

In this section we present a historical overview of southern presidential pri-
maries since the end of World War IL.! With the hegemony of the southern
Democratic Party threatened from within in 1948 by the insurgent candida-
cy of Dixiecrat Strom Thurmond, Alabama and Florida were the only states
that conducted primaries. The Alabama Democratic primary selected an
anti-Truman slate of delegates, and the Florida primary delegates were

‘ unpledged. From 1952 through 1968, Florida was the only southern state to

hold a Democratic presidential primary. Displaying the more conservative
nature of southern Democrats, in three of these five primaries (1952, 1960,
arid 1968) Floridians preferred a candidate other than the eventual
nominee.? On the Republican side, with the exception of Texas in 1964,

from 1956 through 1968 Florida was again the only southern state holding
primary contests. Except for the unpledged Florida delegates in 1964 and.

11968, a majority of southern Republican primary voters backed their party’s

nominee. (Floridians for Eisenhower in 1956, Flondxans for Nixon in 1960,
Texans for Goldwater in 1964).
For a region that historically attached great significance to winning pri-

" maries below the national level, it was not until the 1970s that presidential
- primaries proved consequential in the South. Indeed, the one-party domi-

nance of the Democratic Party from the end of Reconstruction in 1876 until
the 1950s coined the popular truism that in southern politics winning the
Democratic primary was tantamount to winning the election (Key 1949).
But ‘these were state and local primaries. Like the rest of ‘the nation, it took
the fracturmg of the party at the 1968 Democratic National. Convention in
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Chicago-—and, the. ensuing McGovern-Fraser: Commi’svsion.evlection
reforms—for primaries to:become: the: deciding, factor in who wins presiden-
tial nominations. Since 1972, a majority:of-both.party’s delegates have:been
awarded through primary. contests, the number of states holding primaries
has-markedly increased, and the frontloading of the nomination calendar has
made it imperative for all:serious contenders.to Tun national campaigns. .

.. In the 1970s, as primaries-became: the main vehicle: for:winning - presi-
dential nominations-(Davis.1980), a handful of southern states adopted this
mechanism for selecting candidates. Tables 3.1 and.3.2 show the. growth in
the number. of presidential primaries held:in each southern state from 1972
to 2008 for:the Democratic and Republican parties, respectively. Because.of
the costs and coordination-involved ‘with administering: primaries, in almost
every. state both parties’ primaries are held!on the same day. Also, the
absence of a primary for one.party-is:likely when that party_controls the
White House and the incumbent. president runs for reelection.(e.g., Florida
did not conduct a Democratic presidential primary in 1996 when President
Bill Clinton sought reelection). It is evident that the South, like the rest of
the nation, prefers to condict priraries 10.select. presidential nominees. In
1972, only six out of a possible twenty-two presidential primaries were held
in the South. By 2008, every.southern state administered a presidential pri-
mary for selecting.the Democratic and Republican nominees. .

!

Table 3.1 The Growth of Southern'Déﬁjo_‘cratk Presidential Primaries, '1972—2008‘

1972 1976 1980 1984 1988 1992 1996 2000 2004 - 2008

AL AL AL AL . AL AL AL AL

AR . AR AR AR AR AR AR

FL. FL FL FL FL FL  FL FL

GA 'GA GA GA GA GA~ GA GA  GA

. LA LA . LA LA LA LA LA LA
'MS MS . MS ~MS MS = MS

NC NC  NC NC U NC  NC T NC NC NC - NC

FL

: SC S sct* sC
™ TN TN . IN TN _IN - TN - IN .. 7N . IN
TX X TX TX% TX . TX . TX

VA VAL VAY

3 .. 5 8. 6 10 10 8 . -9 i1

Sources: Primary data for 19722000 are; from Congressional Quarterlys Guide to US
Elections (Congressional Quartetly 1994; Mdore, Preimesberger, and Tarr 2001); data for
2004 are from’thé Federal Election Commision; date for 2008 are from the New York Tinies
website. N : . e : . s

_ Notes: All states shown held a presidential primary in.that year; the total number ,of:p!rin}a-
ries for each year is disﬁlayed in the last row of the table. States in bold or italic held primaries
on the same day for that-specific year. ’ : i S ’
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Table 3.2 The Growth of Southern Republican Presidential Primaries, 1972-2008 .,

{972 - 1976, 1980 1984 1988 1992 1996 2000 2004 2008

AL AL AL - AL AL AL AL

.- AR - AR AR ‘AR AR AR AR
FL. FL- FL- FL. FL- . FL FL, FL:. -FL FL
GA GA GA GA . GA GA GA GA GA

LA LA LA’ LA LA LA LA LA

MS - MS MS- MS MS MS
. NC .- NC- NC : NC NC. -NC NC .- NC
sc sC sC sC sC - SC

™ N IN ™ = 1IN N TN TN ™ TN
™ IX X =~ TX" X D8 X CTX
R VA .o : VA, VA

3 s 9 5 10 10 1 7

Sources: Primary data for 1972-2000 ate from Congressional Quarterly's Guide to U.S.
Elections (Congressional Quarterly 1994; Moore, Preimesberger, and Tair 2001); data.for 2004
are from the Federal Election Commission; data for:2008 are from the New Yoik Times website.

Notes: All states shown held a presidential primary in that year; the total iumber of prima-

. ries for gach year is displayed in the last row of the tablé. States in bold or italic held primaries

on the same day for that specific-year. : :

‘Only Florida, North Carolina, and Tennessee administered: primaries in
1972. The distinctiveness of the South was-evident in this.election year.:On
the Democratic side, George Wallace won the most votes.in‘each of these

- three 'southern states, exhibiting the regional appeal of a candidate-who

embraced.policy positions that were anathema to the eventual Democratic
nominee, George McGovern. McGovern was. not even on the Democratic
ballot:in Nerth Carolina. Not surprisingly, the Republican incumbent,
Richard Nixon, had token opposition in these states’ primary contests.

- The 1976 election exhibited the significance .of southern presidential
primaries.for both Democratic.and.Republican candidates. In a crowded
Democratic field, Jimmy Carter Teceived a considerable: boost by sweeping
the. five:southern'state primaries. -On the Republican: side; these contests
proved.:tq be-a strong indicator of Ronald Reagan’s popularity in the South,
as -he conducted an insurgent candidacy against the incumbent, Gerald:Ford.
Out of the five southern state primaries; Ronald Reagan won three (winning
in Atkansas, Georgia; and North Carolina: and losing to:Ford in: Florida and
Tennessee). In' 1980, Reagan swept the nine southern state primaries—win-
ning-a:majority of the vote in every contest, including”Texas (51 percent of
the vote), where George H."W. Bush was the presumptive favorite son. The
year 1980 was the first to witness concerted efforts in the region to coordi-
nate primary dates. President. Jimmy Carter was a strong advecate of

. ‘Tegional coordination given his relative strength in the South and his intra-
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party-fight with Senator Edward M:‘Kennedy; who: was expected to run
strong in New Hampshire (Stanley and Hadley 1987). Carter swept all-eight
southern primaries and was the beneficiary of the smaller southeastern pri-
mary held by Alabama, Florida, and Georgia on March 1. '

The southeastern primary, first administered in 1980, became -the pre-
cursor to the southern region’s Super Tuesday. In:1984, on the Democratic
side, Alabama, Florida, arid‘_ Georgia once'.aigain held primaries on the same
day (March 13). The year. 1984 was.the first year for which we have a series
of ‘state-level primary exit-poll-data; as we will demonstrate, the southern
Democratic primary electorate was: in the.middle of a transformation. The
change taking place on the Democratic side is evident in the mixed electoral
outcomes in 1984 and in the first Super Tuesday in 1988. In 1984, for the
six southern states holding Democratic primaries, Walter Mondale won four
(Alabama, Georgia, North Carolina, and Tennessee), Gary Hart won
Florida, and Jesse Jackson won Louisiana. ’

- Much has been written about the first Sﬁper Tuesday, held-on March 8,

1988 (see Black and Black 1992; Hadley and Stanley 1989; 1996; Norrander
1991, 1992; Rae 1994). The Democratic. elites who devised Super Tuesday
through the Southern Legislative Conference- (Hadley ard-Stanley 1989)
intended it to serve as a regional firewall capable of blocking the nomination
of a liberal candidate such as Walter Mondale (Lublin 2004). In this regard,
the initial .Stper Tuesday was an abject failure, with southern Democratic
primary voters splintering in favor of three. different candidates: Michael
Dukakis, Al-Gore; and Jesse Jackson. Dukakis won Florida and-Texas, which
is, perhaps, ﬁtﬁng, as.culturally these are the least-southern of the southern
states. Gore won Arkansas,:North'Carolina, and Tennessee: Jackson, display-
ing his descriptive appeal among the:large percentage of African American
voters, -won the Deep South states of Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana, and
Mississippi; he also placed first in Virginia.®

It is evident that Super Tuesday 1988-did not: deliver on presenting a
united front to-promote the selection of a.centrist Democratic ‘nominee
because the southern Democratic electorate was such a diverse coalition of
voters (Black: and Black 1992; Norrander 1992). The presence of :several
different: types.of candidates led to a divided vote, with each’ candidate
drawing support among those voters most descriptively similar to them
(Norrander: 1991, 87). On.the Republican side, by contrast, the story. was
very. different as southern Republican voters united behind the candidacy of
Reagan’s. heir-apparent Vice President: George H. W.'Bush. Bush_swept the
southern Super- Tuesday: states and the entire South (he won South Carolina,
which held its primary on March 5; Hadley-and Stanley 1989).

In 1992, however; Super Tuesday proved:ideal for electing.a moderate
native son of the South as Bill Clinton won a majority .of the vote in all ten
southern states. holding Democratic priiaries.-Only five southern states

.
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; ‘partic_'ipatedv:in Super. Tuesday 1992y a:number -of southern: states,-disap-
* pointed by a lack of southern-unity.<in-Super: Tuesday ;1988.and :feeling

élightgd‘ by the candidates, opted;to-hold primaries on dates other than
March 10 (Hadley and Stanley.1996; Bullock 1994). As expected,
President Bush breezed through the southern Republican primary contests

~in 1992, just-as Clinton did;in 1996—with..both incumbents-winning a

majority of their party’s votes.in every southern state primary in-their
reelection bids. With the exception of John McCain’s. strong showing in
South Carolina, the first southern state to hold a Republican primary in
2000 (February 19), the Democratic and Republican establishment candi-
dacies of Al Gore and George W: Bush-proved:equally. popular in party pri-
maries in their native regions. . .

.. The 2004. Democratic primary may have marked a turning point.. There
is.evidence to.suggest-that the southern Democratic primary electorate had
finally: completed its transformation into a nationally representative popula-
tion. of Democratic voters. In the southemn primaries, with the leading con-
tenders hailing from New England (John:Kerry) and the South. (John
Edwards), the northern candidate bested the southerner in all but one con-
test—Sonth Carolina, the native state of John Edwards. By the 2004.nomi-
nation season, those moderate-to-conservative voters who may}hay'e,boos,té
ed:Edwards’s bid in the. South were.long gone, opting instead to participate
overwhelmingly in Republican primaries. L e

Whereas 2004 signaled the nationalization of the southern Democratic
primary -electorate, 2008 revealed the distinctiveness of southern

1 ~ Republican primary voters. In the absence of a viable Republican candidate

displaying consistent conservative views across policy domains (i.e., an
economic, social, and foreign policy conservative),* southern Republican
primary voters revealed a lack of unity reminiscent of the sort displayed by
southern Democratic primary voters in:1988:.In 2008, without a consistent
conservative. candidate, southern Republican. primary. voters apparently
divided. their votes on-the basis of viability.(John McCain) and. regional

affinity (Mike Huckabee). To be sure; John. McCain benefited enormously.

in the first southern-primary, held in-South Carolina on January. 19, 2008.
Fred Thompson made his final stand in South Carolina, where he and Mike
Huckabee, the two:native southerners, combined.for 45.4 percent.of the
vote;? leaving John McCain as. the plurality winner with 33.2 percent.
McCain’s. win in South Carolina positioned him to -win the next contest,
held in Florida on January 29. McCain’s victory-in the Sunshine State solid-
ified his nomination, even though later he traded victories across the South
with Huckabee.® - o

. With. regard to-the southern Democratic primary -contests, in. the South
in:2008, there are three things worth noting: (1) Barack Obama was the pro-
hibitive. favorite among African American voters, who clearly demonstrated
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their‘desire:for descriptive: representatxon (2) Hillary Clinton displayed
descriptive:appeal among white women; and subregional strength, as. she

won her former home: state of Arkansas, neighboring Tennessee; .and’

Florida—states that President Clinton carried in the 1996 general €lections;
and: (3) the only truly southern: candidate, John:Edwards, proved unpalatable
to a southern electorate thatno longer had a penchant for electing a son of
the South who was no longer representatwe of the typlcal southern
Democratic pnmary voter. : -

Presndent:al Primaries: and Party System Change .

So what does all this chronicling of southern primary elecnon ‘outcomes
mean with respect:to political change in a region that continues to experi-
ence partisan transformation? In this section, we offer-a theoretical argu-
ment for the role that primaries play in contributing to party- system change.
Adopting key components. of the' issue-evolution theory: of partisan change
(Carmines-and Stimson 1989; Stimson 2004), we: contend:that:presidential
primaries are the main vehicles:for transforming.the'electorates that support
the major parties in presidential elections. Because-of their- decisive role in
selecting presidential -nominees, primary voters.determine- their party’s
national brand of candidate. It is through the-primary-that, the. kinds of can-
didates acceptable-to the rank-and-file voter are decided. :

Consider a point in time when both parties are-in ethbnum For
instance,.in. the South; prior to the civil rights issue coming to the fore, the
Democratic Party was dominant. And although everywhere it was seen as a
whites-only -party, the Democratic Party exhibited. substantial ideclogical
diversity if merely for the, fact that the GOP was a nominal party in most
parts: of -the region—¢specially with respect to presidential contests (Key
1949). Top-down advancement:is-a powerful direction for political ‘change
(Aistrup 1996) because of the.central role that elites play in either prevent-
ing or.initiating political change. It takes the introduction of .an-“easy issue”
(Carmines+and Stimson 1980)—one that is understood by the entire elec-
torate and highly salient as well as cross-cutting (see Sundquist 1983)———t0
implement a.partisan electoral realignment.

The high profile of:presidential candidates allows them to- have the
greatest influence in steering the-direction of their pasties-in-the-electorate
(that-is, that part: of the structure consisting of voters. who identify with-a
particular party). Therefore,.the introduction of a new issue receives. the
greatest attention.if it is addressed by presidential nominees. ‘First, each
party’s presidential nominee:must.take an opposing-position on the issue.
Second, for'the:new issue fo divide the political parties along a new dimen-
sion, it must cut.across existing voter loyalties. For: example for- the: civil
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right issue to disrupt the-statis quo of party“supporters; it must draw: sup-
port among a subset of Democrats and Republicans who are’ willing to-shift
political allegiances on ‘the-basis-of this-issue. Among: those-who find the
issue important enough; some Démocrats whoi'strongly oppose: the -active
enforcement of civil rights protections for African Americans will leave the

party and vote in-favor of Republican candidates who'oppose the civil rights
agenda. Likewise;. those Republicans who are supportive of.civil rights will
leave their party+in support of Democratic canididates:who advocate civil
rights. The:1964 presidential-election provided the critical:moment for this
kind of scenario to play out, with perhaps one modification to the theoreti-
cal argument—there. were: hardly any Republicans-in the-South; thus
Goldwater’s. opposition to the 1964 Civil Rights Act served-as‘a launching
pad for building’the Republican Party; especially with supportfrom’ disaf-
fected conservative 'southern Deémocrats-(Aistrup1996).

. What enables an issue like civil rights totransform-the group bases of
support for the Democratic and Republican parties is the presence of path
dependency. Once the initial cleavage on the race issue is established and a
new political alignment emerges, the new political alignment must:be rein-
forced by a steady stream:of presidential candidates who embrace the new
position that their party has taken on the issue. This is exactly: what hap-
pened in the presidential elections from. 1964 forward. With the initial stand
taken on civil rights in the 1964 election, every subsequent Democratic and
Republican presidential nominee has differed on the issue in a consistent
manner: Democratic nominees have embraced the civil rights issue, where-
as Republican nominees, if not openly hostile to civil rights, have made it
apparent that it is nota cause they seek to advance. Thus, in keeping with an

issue-evolution explanation of partisan change, the introduction of a new

issue must upset the equilibrium of the party’s primary electorates, causing
the entrance and exit of voters across:party.lines on the basis:of this cross-
cutting cleavage. With the changing composition of-each party’s primary

‘electorate set in' motion by the advent of the controversial -issue, it is in

these contests where “voters then begin to enforce issue dlsc:1p1me on politi-
cians” (Stimson 2004, 67).

* On important issues that have -come to dlstmgmsh the major- parties
thirough issue evolution, party nominees essentially must pass:a litmus test.

‘This was evident in -the issue evolution of civil rights and, more recently,
. with-respect to abortion (Adams 1997). Presidential aspirants who harbor

any hope of becoming the Democratic nominee must favor a woman'’s right
to choose. Likewise, a Republican candidate must be pro-life to successful-

1y -run-the- primary gauntlet. The clearest evidence for this requirement s

those instances where presidential candidates switched their positions-on

the abortion issue so'that it agreed with themajority position of the primary
selectorate prior to seeking their party’s presidential nomination (Democrats
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include Dick Gephardt and Al-Gore; Republicans include George, Hi W+

Bush andMitt Romney). .o iy o o e
The. process of issue’evolution is a compelling way to explain the trans-
formation of primary electorates. Although elites behave.in an entrepreneur-
ial fashion by introducing: issues that have the potential to. differentiate
themselves-from a-crowded primary. field, it is how. voters react.to these
issue positions that determines: whether.a new-political course is'embraced.
Primary voters are-the. gatelkeepers to presidential. nominations, but the char-
acteristics .of each. party’s primary. electorate remain stable only in the
absence: of issue evolution. Once-issue evolution is set in-motion, it will
alter the composition of:the social groups. composing each party’s primary
electorate as voters resort: themselves into the partis@n camp that best
reflects their political beliefs. (Fiorina et al. 2005). It naturally follows that
because primary contests are the mechanism for selecting presidential nom-
inees, primary: voters-instill issue discipline on.their nominees but.are also
influenced by the positions of candidates who-successfully advocate a new
direction-and thus transform. the primary. electorate so that- it reflects .the
preferences- of party -nominees.. We-show evidence -of this: transformative
process by documenting.the changing characteristics: of southern
Democratic and Republican primary- veters. : c

Data

We use:exit-poll data from; presidential elections (1984-2008).to explore
changes-in- the: compositien of the primary electorates.in the South. We
focus on, three. states: for which. data. are. available in at least five election
cycles:. Georgia, Tennessee; and Texas.” Although not. representative of the
South as-a whole, the-states ‘-yary in characteristics that we think-are concep-
tually important to.examining political change. Georgia is a traditional-Deep
Soutl: s'ta_te;lwithtarlarge African American population.® Tennessee:is a Rim
South state.on the geographical periphery with a larger proportion of white
voters. And Texas is a southern “mega state” (Black and Black -2002) that
has-seen rapid growth especially since 1980, particularly with the expansion
of the Hispanic population.® So even: though we make no claims that the
patterns in.each ‘state are predictive of the entire.South, their diversity
should illuminate the developments that have.occurred in states with differ-
ing characteristics. S T o

We use-exit-poll-data-from surveys conducted by-CBS News/New York
Times (1984-1988), Voter News.Service (1992-2000), and- the National
Election Pool (2004-2008). Exit.polls in the Republican and Democratic
primaries were conducted:in 1988, 1992, 2000, and 2008. In 1984 and 2004,

Ronald Reagan and George. W.-Bush faced no opposition in their reelection.
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" bids, and in 1996 Democratic incumbent Bill Clinton did not have a serious
. primary challénger. AS a result, in 1984 and 2004 only Democratic primary
. voters were surveyed, and in 1996 only Republican primary voters were
" interviewed. In three elections, we also augment these data with polling
- data from Super Tuesday exit polls conducted in the Democratic (1988 and
© 2000) and Republican (1988; 1996, and 2000) primaries. :In each year, a

sample of voters from multiple southern states were interviewed, allowing
s to determine whether the patterns we observe in Georgia, Tennessee, and
Teéxas are replicated among voters in a larger set of southern states. The
results dre not representative of any single state but are designed to capture
the attitudes and characteristics of voters in the region as a whole.

In the analysis that follows, we examine- the composition of the
Democratic and Republican primary electorates in terms of ideology, race,
sex, party identification, and age. For clarity and aesthetics, we present
g-raﬁhically only ‘a select portion of the data, but comprehensive tables are
displayed in the appendix to this chapter. :

Results: The Democratic Primary Electorate

The most striking change in the Democratic primary electorate’since 1984
has been its leftward shift. Figure 3.2 plots the percentage of Democratic
voters in Georgia, Tennessee, and Texas who identified as liberal, moderate,
and conservative. In every case, the proportion of liberals in the electorate
has increased while the percentage of moderates and conservatives has fallen
slightly. Despite the 'geographic and cultural variation.in these three states,
all have seen nearly identical changes in their Democratic electorates.

The ideological shift has been most pronounced in Georgia, In 1984,
just 22 percent of Democratic voters called themselves liberals. But by
2008, liberals constituted a near majority, with 47 percent. The shifts
were somewhat smaller in Tennessee (23 percent to 41 percent) and Texas
(29 percent to 45 percent in 2004), but the patterns are the same. As the
national Democratic Party has moved left, so has its southern party-in-
the-electorate. Data from surveys of southern Super Tuesday voters (not
shown) provide additional evidence of the shift: In 1988, liberals repre-
sented 29 percent of southern Democratic voters and 42 percent in 2000.
An ideological realignment among voters (Abramowitz and“Saunders
1998) has likely brought about some of the change. But the evolution is
also due to the changing racial composition of the Democratic Party in
the South. It is well documented that white voters in the South have
increasingly shifted to the GOP (Black and Black 2002; Hayes and
McKee 2008) in'recént decades. As whites have shifted their party alle-
giance, the Democratic primary electorate-has become increasingly
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diverse. Because minorities tend to be moré liberal than whites, part of
the liberalization of the Democratic Party has likely come frorn its grow-
ing racial heterogeneity. ;

Figure 3.3 displays the percentage of white, black, and Hlspamc voters
in the Democratic primary. (Percentages for all racial categories are shown
in the appendix to this chapter.) In each state, the white proportion of the
Democratic electorate has declined since 1984. In Georgia and Tennessee,
this has led to an increase in the proportion of African American voters. In
Texas, Hispanics have increased their share of the electorate, such that in
2008 they made up 32 percent of Democratic\primary voters. The political
importance of Hispanics in Texas was evident in 2008, as the Clinton and
. Obama campaigns sought to- win the -allegiance of this fast-growing group
in the state’s Democratic coalition (e.g., Traub 2008).'

The evolving racial composition of the party is less apparent among
Super Tuesday states, due in part to the fact that the most recent data point
is 2000. As shown in Figure 3.3, the diversification of the Democratic elec-
torate has procesded apace in the two.most recent elections. ‘But the Super
"Tuesday data also underscore that states like Georgia and Tekas have seen
greater dxvermfmatlon since 1984 than other southern states such as
Tennessee.

The exit polhng also reveals the persistence of a gender igap in south-
ern politics. At the national level, women are more likely to‘identify with
the Democratic Party and to vote for Democratic presidential candidates
than are men (e.g., Kaufmann and Petrocik 1999). Figure 3.4, which pres-
ents the proportion of the Democratic electorate made up of men and
women, shows that the gender gap has become more pronounced since the
1980s. In both Georgia and Tennessee, women have represented an

increasingly large share of the Democratic electorate. In 2008, 63 percent

of voters were women in Georgia; that number was 59 percent in

Tennessee and 57 percent in Texas. The 2008 numbers reflect enthusiasm
-among women for Hillary Clinton’s candidacy and what appears to be a

growing gender gap in parts of the South (see Black 2004). Texas has seen

much less change, but across the South the percentage of women!in 2000
* was larger than in 1988.

The Democratic electorate has seen change along several other dimen-
sions, though the shifts are much less pronounced. For example,- the per-
centage of voters 1dent1fymg their religious affiliation as Protestant has
declined substantially since 1984, as more voters have begun identifying
themselves with other Christian denominations (see the chapter appendix).
But the most fundamiental and politically relevant shifts are those associated
with race and ideology. As the Democratic electorate in the South has
become more diverse, it has also become more liberal, a change that has

suggested a growing congruence between the Democratic Party in the South
~and in the nation as a whole.
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Results: The Republican Primary Electorate S ]

The story on the Republican side since the 1980s, however, is one of stabili-
ty, with much less.dramatic change. This is not to say that the GOP in the
South has not undergone a transformation. Conservative southerners
thiroughout the 1960s, 1970s, and especially in the early 1980s moved into
the Republican Party as the GOP took positions that fit with their values and
beliefs. Indeed, in general presidential elections the increase in the
Republican identification of conservative white southerners was remarkable
from 1980 to 1988, going from 40 percent to 60 percent in the span of eight
years (Black and Black 2002, 222). This rapid increase in Republican iden-
tification among_white conservatives has been described as the “Reagan
realignment” (Black and Black-2002, especially ch. 7). '
Nonetheless; given our reliance on post-1980 primary exit-poll data,
much of the transformation of the Republican Party had taken place prior to
the time frame we are analyzing. In fact, what is most striking about the
southern Republican primary electorate is not the characteristics of its vot-
ers but rather its increase in size even as the GOP graduallygincreased its
electoral advantage across the South since the 1960s (Black and Black
2002; Hayes and McKee 2008; Hood et al: 2004). Thus, the{greater GOP

stability, compared to the Democratic Party, reflects the fact that major’

compositional shifts in the GOP electorate took place before exit-poll data
were widely available. “

Siill, Figare 3.5 shows that the consolidation of the southern GOP as a
conservative party has continued into the first elections of the twenty-first
century. For example, the percexitage of Georgia Republican primary voters
identifying themselves as conservatives increased to 67 percent in 2008
from 61 percent in 2000, the party’s last contested Republican primary. In
Tennessee, conservatives in 2008 made up three-quarters of primary voters,
the largest proportion in our time frame. Likewise, in Texas the peak for
conservatives comes in 2008, with 72 percent of Republican primary voters
classifying themselves as conservatives. :

As the GOP electorate has grown somewhat more ‘conservative in
recent elections, it has also become more heavily Republican. (Figure 3.6).
This is a relevant development,-because primaries in the three states are
open, meaning that ‘voters can cast ballots in either party’s primary. Thus,
changes in the partisan compositiorf of the primary electorate can tell us the
extent to which the contests are increasingly coming to be populated by
party regulars, as opposed to independents or members of the other party.

Finally, another indicator of the GOP’s growing solidity in the South is
the change in the age distribution of voters. In the early 1980s, the most-
Republican age cohort in the region was 18- to 29-year-olds (Hayes and
McKee 2008). But as is evident in Figure 3.7, the Republican primary elec-
torate has matured since 1988, with a growing share of its primary elec-

+.Figure 3.5: *Ideology-in Southern Re’publican Primaries;«1988-2008...~
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Figure 3.6 - Party identification.in.Southern.Republican Primaries; 1988-2008
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..-.: Figure.3.7.::Age Distribution Among.-
Southern Repubhcan Prlmary VMoters, 1988—2000

£130-44 'mass9

vtorate bemg represented by rmddle aged and older voters. In 1988 'voters
over the age:of 45 made up:55:percent: of the GOP:primary electorate. In
1996;.that figure'was 63 percent; and by 2000 it-was 74 percent: | The data
from.the. three. states:(see ‘the chapter-appendix): confirm that the ‘pattern in. -
Figure 3. 6 has.continued-since 2000;:0lder voters in; 2004 and: 2008 grew in
importance-in GOP;primaries. -
;:7:On. other: dimensions, the GOP hasiseen some change, such as:a. grow-

mg percentage of the electorate identifying -as:other Christian, which’also

occurred:in-the: Democratic -Party.-But-the three- .characteristi¢s.displayed-in

Flgures 3.5 through-3.7—ideology;: party-identification,-and age—represent
- the most s1gmﬁcant changes in the: GOP electorate since 1988.

B SRS : '
EEISTANNNTS il - :

. The Democratic-and. keoobiicans
Pr mar) zEIectorates in- 2008

In tlns sectxon, We: compare the Democranc and Repubhcan prxmary voters
in-2008.on several.selected. charactensncs(Wxth the ongoing.transformation
‘of ;the. Democratic: primary - .electorate -and the:solidification:of the
Repubhcan electorate, the disparity in the pohtxcal and demographic charac-
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teristics of these southern votérs willcontinue to ~grow. Table 3.3 presents
data on southern Démocratic-and Republican presideritial primary voters in
the 2008 contests. Among the characteristics discussed in the previous two
sections, we have purposely selected features that indicate the greatest dif-
: ‘among Democratic and Republican southern primary voters: ideol-
ogy (conservatives and liberals), race/ethnicity (African American and
Hispg@ﬂ,ié), gender (female), religion (Protestant), and family income (those
making ‘over $100,000). Data for every southern state but North Carolina
(no Republican primary exit:po ) are included in the table. :

In‘Fable 3.3, we see tha e} largest differences between each southern

state’s Democratic and Republican’ primary electorates concern ideology .

and i*aééb;ln every state, at Jeast:six:out of ten Repub can prirnary voters are
€] ‘states have Demiocratic primary voters
: lves conservative

Nevertieless, the percentage.of: /. vote
is substantial in most states, but-it is minuscule in’the case of Republican

primary voters, with 11 percent libéral Republican primary voters in Florida
constituting the largest share. e L
With the exception of Texas, where the percentage of Hispanic primary
voters is considerable and the Democratic primary advantage is great, the
size of the southern Hispanic electorate-is‘modest and interparty-differences
are negligible. Not surprisingly, the marked interparty racial: differences are
reflected inthe composition of African‘American voters. With the exception
of Louisiana (48 percent African American), in all the Deep South states ‘the
Democratic primary electorates are-at least 50 -percent African American:
We expect this racial disparity to continue to-grow if only because the
southern:Republican Party has shown hardly any interest:in’courting
African Americans. - - ¢ -7 L B
- The-historic candidacy of Democrat Hillary’ Clinton undoubtedly had
an effect on altering the ‘gender composition of the southern Democratic and
Republican primary electorates: However, it is also evident from the results
presented in the previous two sections that the gender gap in southern presi-
dential primary electorates is not entirely election- or candidate-specific—it
has been present for some time, and Hillary- Clinton’s camipaign' certainly
contributed to it. Only in Texas do we find a gender gap under double digits:
In every state, women comfortably outnumber their male counterparts in
Democratic primary ‘voting. Although the' margins, are niot as-great, every
state’s Republican primaryelectorate is.majority-male. - SRR
Perhaps an underappreciated ‘difference among southern Democratic
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.. Democratic and Republican;Contests ..

Table 3:3* Differences Between Southern Presidential Primary:Voters in:the.2008 -

et FN

‘Chapz}c risticgi , AL AR FL GA

z

Cse N TrxCva

'Cori‘s_eir'vati-Vés @ ‘ s : ’ :
.- Dem.voters - 1T 15-° 13 -*"-12\~ o2k 24 15 . 17 . 220012

AER T PN

Repvoters. .., 72 . 67 61 . 71,.6 69 . T3 7265
Différence 55 52 48 55 =50 -39 54 56~ -50 * -53

Liberals (%)

Dem voters . 38 36 . 5L .47+ 31 . 36 . .44 .4l 38:.: 50

. Rep voters 7 7 11 9 9 10 7 7 8 8

Difference +31 +29 +40  +38 422 426 437 - +34 430 442

African American (%) .
. Dem voters 51 17 19 51 48 50 55 29, +2:19:.... 30

Rep voters 4 2 3 2 4 1 2 2 2 3
Difference . +47  +15  +16 449 444 449 453 ¥27 417 427
Hispanic (%) =~ e Bt
Demvoters: - - . 4. 2 12 . 3- 4--:..0 KNS 3 .32 -5
Rep voters -2 2 12 2 ..5. o 1 =3 100 2
_ Difference +2 0 0+ -1 770 00T 2 43
“ Female (%) ’ : : - BT s
Dem:voters - 60 60--:59 63 . 60... .58 6L .59 0 5T .57
Repyvoters ., 47 49 44 48 49 4T 49 . 4T, .49 47
Difference 3 +11 #1550+l +11 #1270 #1200 48 +10
L Protestant (%)~ ©. % T - ’ T [ 4
Dem voters 76 77 49 67 53 76 e 75 49 -0 57
Reépvoters, . . 9L . 89 60 81, 62 . 85 82 .. 87.. .76 74
. Difference 45 o122 -1 14 - =90 -9 NA <120 =27 17
Income > $100K (%) s el
. Demsvoters - . 14vo15-. 0 22 27. . 13 10: - 15,13 25139
Rep voters 18 .24 31 .37 .27 . 19 28 . 24, . 36 .42

Diffefence B s U e inoer 3

Sourée; Data are from exit poll restilts frox‘n'wWw."cnﬂ3com/ELECTION/ZOO8/pi:ima.rieé/. ‘
Notes: The South Carolina Democratic primary survey did:not ask respondents to, select: their reli-

.. gious preference. North Carolina is excluded from.the table because there was no survey conducted
:for Republican primary voters. ‘ : o : "

FER
'

and: Republican primary voters-concerns religious preference:With the
infiux-of Hispanics, some parts of the-South have experienced a significant
increase in the poition of Catholics.-Overall, though, in a:region that has
historically been dominated by Protestantism, we. see the relative séculariza-
tion of the Democratic primary electorate vis-2-vis Republican primary vot-
ers. In every state, for example, Republican primary voters are decidedly
more Protestant. Small increases in Catholic identification among
Democrats have not offset the decline in Protestant identification. The

“Republican Party’s conservative stance on a host of social issues (e.g., abor-

, t.ion, school prayer, and gay marriage) melds seamlessly with the religious
sentiments of the vast majority of Republican primary voters. .
Lastly, as othe_rs have noted (see Nadeau et al. 2004; Stonecash et al.
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2003), partisan-poldrization in.the South is partly attributable to class differ- -

ences. At least since the economic appéals’of ‘Dwight Eisenhowert in the
1950s, the GOP has;made. inroads among southerners by advocating conser-

vative economic principles: (Shafer and Johnston 2006): Although the differ-
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Appendix:= o

Table 3.A1 "C‘harvacteris't'ics‘ of th'erGeorgiia; Republican Primary Electorate,

ences are not large in Alabama and Virginia, in every southern state.the 1988-2008
Republican primary electorate i§-more affluent. To summarize: The signifi- -
) . : e s s ) . i K 1988 1992 1996 2000 2008 -
cant differences between Democrafic and Republican primary VOters across :
a range of characteristics makes' it clear that the positions of current and. Idealogy
future presidential party nominees will'continue to diverge.. .o Liberal 5 9 9 10 -9
o o : o Moderate 32 30 29 29 25
Conservative’ 63 61 62 61 67
. Age - . .
Conclusion: 18-29 16 12 12 10 -
R ‘ o o ¢ 30-44 36 31 33 31 28
Given their importance in selécting party nominees, it:is somewhat curious . : 28;59 %g gg _ gg 32 Zg
that hardly any scholarship; despite-the substantial coverage of general pres- Sex . ] L
idential elections in the: ‘South “(for-a review:of this literature see”Stanley 11\:4&121 ZO 53 152 51 52
2006), focuses on examining southern presidential primaries (but see Black. Ra::l © ’. “ 48 i 48 .
and Black 1992). I this chapter; we have documented and analyzed change White 97 96 — — 94
and stability in the composition of southern Democratic and Republican pri- Black 2 3 —_ — 2
T : . St . . S Hispanic <1 <1 — —_ 2
mary electorates and emphasized their imporfance in shaping presidential Asian - - _ — .
politics. ) : IR ) PR Other <1 <1 — — ‘1.
The tremendous partisan change that has occuired in the South since Plg . -
1948 is 'manifested in the composition of the region’s presidential primary. R:g;%%éan ;; Sg é; Gg- 7‘; B
clectorates. The southern Democratic and Republican primary electorates are ° Independent/Other 31 32 28 29 18-
markedly different on a host of characteristics, and these differences ‘have Ei‘l’cah‘,i"g ) ' | diol 6 6 . '
y . . . : . : . [ TS o high schoot dip oma 3 .2
sharpe?nc?d as Democratic primary voters increasingly exhibit characteristics High school graduate 23 23 20 19 18
that distinguish them from their- Republican counterparts. The contemporary Some college 30 28 29 32 - 28
Derocratic -primary-electorate is: ideologically moderate-to liberal, racially College graduate 22 24 26 27 30
A e R : Posgraduate degree 20 18 20 19 21
and religiously ‘diverse, majority-female, and toward the lower end of the Income®. ,
socioeconomic scale. ' The Republican primary electoraté is decidedly conser- <$15,000 6 8 6 3 3
vative, overwhelmingly white, majority Protestant, majority male, and mid- gégvggg‘ggvggg g 19 16 10 7
dle to-upper. classs It would be hyperbole to say that-the typical-southern $50,000-$74 999 % g}, %?, ?] ég '
Democratic-and:Republican primary voters.are ;polar»opposites,bu’t'theydif— $75,000-$100,000 29 15 12 18 18
fer: enough' to'make it apparent to even the:most casual- political observer R$11io'0’000+ - — 13 18 - ‘37
s . e . P . P € .
why the South :exlpb;ts such-clear distinctions in its partisan politics.- i - Pri:::tam_ ' 70 69 ‘63 61
: C : 2 RN et e Catholic 10 8 12 13
. . .Other Christian 12 15 17 18
4 % " cJewish 1. 1 2 2
: ! : Something.else . 3 47 .3, 3
: None, . ... 4. 3. .. A 3

P T L R T e e Vi K T T

Notes: a. The displayed categories reflect those used in the 1996 and 2000 surveys.:In
1988, the income categories were <$12,500, $12,500-$24,999, $25,000-$34,999, $35,000~
$49,999, and $50,000+. In 1992, the top category represented $75,000+. Total N of respon-
dents in each survey: 1988=975; 1992=1,445; 1996=1,929; 2000=1,263; 2008=974.
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Table 3.A2 . Characteristics of the:Georgia Democratic Primary:Electorate; =z - - Table 3:A3- . Characteristics of the Tennessee Republican Primary. Electorate; .. .
1984-2008 . : ’ 1988-2008 YT {T

1984, . 1988 1992 2000 2006 ., 2008 1988 - 1992 1996 2000 2008

Ideology o B Ideology L
Liberal 22 26 29 43 - . 37 47 Liberal 8. 7 8 9 7
Moidérate 46 46 44 45 40 41 Moderate - 30 34 28 27 20 .
Conservative 31 27 27 12 23 12 Conservative 61 58 65 65 73 . .

Age . ' e Age .
18-29; . - 14 :16 15 12 11 18-29 13 11 13 8 11
30-44 o .32 34 35 31 24 b 30-44 . 30 30 © 32 25 29
45-59 24 C24 24: 31 . 46 45-59 - 30 29 28 35 29
60+ 30 24 27 27 19 60+ : 24 230 .28 33 31 -

Sex. i . . B o Sex ' -
Malg. - 45 48 46 41 44 37- Male. 52 56 .55 52 53 ¢
Female o - 55 52 54 59 ° 56 ‘63 ‘Female - 48 A4 - - 45 48 47 i

Race .. - i T . e Race o
White . : 70 63 70 57 . 49, White 97. 99 L — —

Black - - 28 35 29. 40 46 . ) Black . 2: 1 —_ —
Hispanic g <1 <1 <1 13 - Hispanic 1 <1 — —
Asian ' —_ — <1 1 i Asian —_ <1 — —
Other’ 1 sl <l 1 1 Other — <1 — —

PID . ' . PID* -

Democrat ' 68 76 66 81 70 Derfiocrat 6 .3 6 3
Républican 7 5 5+ 2 710 Republican « 70 69 n 74
Independent/Other 25 19 28 - 17 19 {Independent/Other . 24 27 .23 T 2Bingd e 2

Education . . . ) BT Education. - o .

No high school diploma © 18 10 10 - 8 6 o4 No high school diploma 10- 6 6 _—
High school graduate T34 30 . 21 23 20 .- 3 High school graduate 26 24 23 — i
Some college "+ .23 25 24 28 . w30 .31 Some college:: 25 27 129 _—
College graduate 25 17 20 23 . 24 - 240 College graduate 25 25 26 —
Postgraduate-degree L ‘18 20 18se 0 19 .28 Postgraduate degree 14 18 16 —

Income® . . ’ . . : Income® e
<$15,000 : <26 0 14 18- . .6 B 22 <$15,000 - 8 9 8 9 5
$15,000-$29,999 .28 23 26 18 1l $15,000-$29,999 20 23 17 19 [ SR
$30,000-$49,999 20 23 19 29 <21 $30,000-$49,999 19 26 30 25 - 19:
$50,000-$74,999 16 21 17 27 20 - $50,000-$74;999 23. 23 © 26 22 ©26
$75,000-$100,000 9 19 10 13 14 $75,000-$99,999 31 -19 12 13 - 167 -
$100,000+ : - e — 9 .. 527 - . -$100,000+ . —_ — 8 13 23050

Religion ’ o e ‘Religion - .
Protestant B - .59 54 - 43 - w4 28 Protestant o 73 73 T 65 68 o 612 ,
Catholic A S— T 7 . | SIS Catholic : 8 6 7 6 ~ 6l
Other Christian - : L — 19 24 29 30, - Other Christidn : 13 13 21 19 w260
Jewish — 2 2 3- 1 Jewish.. - - 2 1 1 <1 <l
Something else -~ - G 8 9 10 13 = Something else 2 3 T4 4 RENHY: T
None S — 4 5 5 7 None . 2 4 2 3 2o

i; . Notes: a: ' The displayed: categories.reflect. those used.in-the 1996 and- 2000 -surveys.:In-
1988, .the income categories: were <$12,500, $12,500-$24,999, $25,000-$34,999, $35,000-
$49,999, .and -$50,000+. In 1992, the top category represented $75,000+. Total N: of ‘respoi-
. dents'in each survey: 1988=465; 1992=892; 1996=2,002; 2000=721; 2008=1,189. .. ... ~

Notes: a. The displayed categories reflect those used in the 2000 and 2004 surveys: In'1984
and 1988, the income categories were <$12,500, $12,500-$24,999, $25,000-534,999,
$35,000-$49,999, and $50,000+. In 1992, the top category represented $75,000+. Total N-of
respondents in each survey: 1984=1,274; 1988=1,323; 1992=1,516; 2000=777; 2004=1,687;
2008=1,097: - : T F A Lo e s

. e
AR ¢
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Table 3:A4:  Characteristics:of theTennessee Democratic Primary-Electorate; Table-3.A5 Characteristics: of the Texas Republican Primary.Electorate,~1988-2000:
1984-2008 : :
- 1988 1992 1996 2000 2008
1984 1988 1992 2000 2004 2008 - .
Ideology .

Ideology RS - Liberal - 7 .8 6 9 . ¢
Liberal 23 24 22 31 38 o Moderate . 33 .3 26 28 200
Moderate 55 43 49 45 45 43" Conservative 6L - 60 68 63 o JT
Conservative : ‘22 34 29 24 18 . 17" Age Lo

Age : . 1 18-29 18 14 10 10 13
1829 16 16 9 7 7 13- 30-44 34 32 +30 27 23 .
30-44 : .29 31 32. 22 22 26~ 45-59 : 24- 25 31 32 33
45-59 : .24 23 30 - 33 48 733 60+ 23 29 29 31 S 31
60+ - : 31 29 29: 38 23 28 Sex, :

Sex . . ‘Male : 52- 52 .52 52 51
Male” 7 47 47 52 - 47 46 41 Female 48" 48 .48 48 49
Female “ 53 53 48 53 54 59 - Race .

Race . - ‘White 93 94 -

‘White 72 72 86 69 74 67 - Black 3 -1 —_
Black 27 27 13 28 24 207 Hispanic 3 3 —
Hispanic <1 <1 <1 2 1 3 Asian — 1 —_
Asian — — 1 <! <1 i Other 1 1 .
Other 1 <l o<l <1 1 o PID::-

PID . : s Democrat - . 4 -3 4
Demiocrat 79 72 67 - 78 74 76 ¢ Republican 69 68 - 10
Republican 4 7 5 .4 6 R e 3 Independent/Other 27 29 1126
Independent/Other: 17 21 28 18 L0200 e 2000 . Education

Education ’ e o - No high school diploma 5 3 2
No high school diploma 22 15 15 —_— e T High school graduate 20 18 18
High school graduate -133 30 35 — G827 27 Some college. - 35 33 -3
Somecollege - 24 22 22 —_ 2900 032 College graduate 23 25 . 29
College graduate 21 14 13 — 19w 22200 Postgraduate degree 18 20 21
Postgraduate degree - :18 15 - Sl w3 Income® -

Income?® ) . ST +-<$15,000 : 5 7 6 -
<$15,000 c 31 19 7 22 12 B - $15,000-$29,999 17 24 15
$15,000-$29,999 ¢ 30 28 30 20 AT $30,000-$49,999 N 21 32 27
$30,000-$49,999" 23 17 26 33 AT $50,000-$74,999 : 24 23 28
$50,000-$74,999.- T13 22 15 21 2L $75;000-$99,999 32 14 12
$75,000-$99,999 "¢ 4 14 T 7 13 - $100,000+ - : —_ — 13
_$100,000+ : L — —_ 6 1ijdi- Religion -

Religion L “Profestant g 63: ‘59 61
Protestant . — 60 65 59 52 ~ Cdtholic - : 16 17 17
Catholic : J— 7 : 4 4 7 Other Christian 12 16 16
Other:Christian ' - 7 19 28 23 Jewish 1 1 2
Jewish : —_ 2 1 <1 1 Something else : 3 2 3
Somiething else — 10 7 ‘5 100s Nore - 5 4 3
None - — 4 4 3 7 :

-+ Notes: a. The:displayed citegories reflect those used in the 1996 and’ 2000 surveys. In
1988, :the-income. categories ‘were' <$12,500,-$12,500-$24,999; $25,000-$34,999,-$35;000=
- $49,999; and .$50,000+.:In:1992, the:top.category represented $75,000+: Total ‘N of respon-
dents in edch survey:1988=1,276; 1992=1,495;1996=2,405; 2000=1,353; 2008=1,579:

Notes: a. The displayed categories teflect those.used in the-2000-and 2004 surveys. In-1984
and- 1988, ‘the income: catégories. were <$12,500, $12,500=$24,999,:$25,000-$34,999,
$35.000-$49,999; ‘and' $50,000+..In-1992; the top category. represented $75,000+. Total N-of
respondents in each survey: 1984=1,495; 1988=440;.1992=1;019; 2000=717; 2004=2,592;
2008=1,345. .
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Table 3.A6. Characteristics:of the Texas Democratic Primary.Electorate, 1984-2004 :

1984 1988 1992 2000 2004 2008
Ideology : IRt
Liberal 29 24 26 41 45 38, .
Moderate .52 45 44 41 40 40:-
Conservative .19 31 30 18 15 . <220
Age .
18-29 13 ‘16 11 10 11 16!
30-44 29 35 37 29 23 . 028
45-59- 025 23 27 32 48 34
60+ 33, 25- 25 29 19 22:5
Male C 42 ‘48 49 46 48 432
Female 58 52 51 54 52 .57
Race o .t
White: - 56 65 7L 55 51 463
Black 34 22 17 24 22 19
Hispanic 9 10 12 20 24 .32
Asian. — — <1 1 8 PRV 2N
~ Other 1 1 <1 1 2. i O
PID
-Dembocrat - 83 69 65 77 74
Republican 2 <6 6. 4 5 ..
Independent/Other. 15 26 29. 19 2L
Education.: : : [P
No high school diploma 19 ‘11 9 — P PO R
High-school graduate 22 29 24, — 22 e A9
Some college - 125 28 34; e 30320
College graduate 34 17 18% — 23 2T
Postgraduate degree — 15 14 — 18 e 15
Income® . - I
.<$15,000 . 22. 17 16 10 o . 7
$15;000-$29,999: : 30 i25 33 17 A8 o 12:
$30,000-$49,999. .19 23 28 28 22 ~20- .
$50,000-$74,999 18 21 17 24 23+ o 21
$75,000-$99,999: 11 ‘14 6 9 13- 15
$100,000+ - — — — 11 14«00 25-
Religion - LR
Protestant — 51 47" 37 31 a0 27
Catholic — 21 22: 26 29 Ce330
Other Christian — 16 21 20 19:0, 07 22
Jewish . — -2 -1 3 1 : :
Something else — 7 6 8 105 e 6
None - : — 03 4 7 9 1L

* Notes: a. The displayed categories reflect those used:in the-2000-and 2004: surveys In-1984
and 1988, the.income’ categories ‘were. <$12,500, $12, 500-$24;999;.$25,000-$34,999;
$35,000-$49,999, and. $50,000+..In..1992, the top category. represented- $75,000+:Total N of
respondents. in each survey: 1984=1;096; 1988=1,647; 1992=1,826; 2000=974; 2004'-‘1 687,

2008=2,048.

Electorate, 1 988-2000

}-Table 3:A7: :Characteristics-of the Southern Super Tuesday Repubhcan Primary.:
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Age

1988 1996 2000
- Ideology . ' B
.. Liberal - . : 7 7 8.
" Moderate - 34 - 29 31
Conservative 59 64 .61
©18-29 - . 16 10 -
3044 B 29 217
45-59 .. 25 28
. 60+ : 30 35
Sex - L
. Male & . 51 52
-Female ) 49 48
‘Race ‘
White & 95 —
Black 2 —
Hispanic 3 -
-+ " Asian ’ ’ — —
“: Othert - : - <1 —
~PID
Democrat - . 6 .4
. Republxcan 70 76
.- Independenit/Other . . 24 21
Education . - 7
.. No high school diploma 6 4
High school graduate 24 20
“Some college - 32 ‘31
A' ‘College-graduate ™ 22 27
i+ Postgraduate degree 16 18
‘Income . - - i . ’
<$15,000- - : 7 7
$15,000-$29,999 . 20 17
'$30,000-849,999 - 22 28
$50,000-574,999 24 26
'$75,000~899,999 - 26 11
$100,000+ ° o 12 13
‘ ~Religion ~
Protestant-'* B 63 59
~-Catholic 2% v 17 20
.+:.Other Christian S 11 15
. Jewish .7 : 2 2
Something else . 3 .3
None T } 4 3

.- Notes: Data are weighted. 1988: Total: N of respondents included:in analysis.= 5,824.
Southern states include: AL; AR, FL,;GA, LA, MS, NC, TN, TX, and.VA. 1996: Total- Niof
respondents included in analysis = 9,166. Southern states include: FL, LA, MS, TN, and-TX.
2000: Total N of respondents included in analysis = 4,101. Southern states include: FL, LA

MS, and TN.
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Table 3.A8: -Characteristics:of the-Southern- Super Tuesday Democratlc Primary::

' 3
Notes i
Electorate, 1988 and 2000 . . |

1. The data discussed in this section come from several sources: (1) vote

1988 - 2000 shdres (from 1972 to 1992) and primary dates (from 1972 to 2000) are from
Congressional Quarterly’s Guide to U.S. Elections, 3rd and 4th Editions

Tdeology - {Congressional: Quarterly 1994; Moore, Preimesberger, and Tarr 2001); (2) vote
Liberal® 25 39 shares from 1996 to 2004 are from the Almanac of American Politics-(Barone and
Moderate 47 42 . U_ufusa 1997; Barone, Cohen, and. Ujifusa 2001; Barone, Cohen, and Ujifusa 2005);
Conservative 29 20 (3) primary ‘dates- for 2004 are- from*-the*Federal Election Commission

Age 8 (www.fec.gov); (4) primary, dates for 2008 are from the website of the New York
18-29 ég 73 Tifes”(www.nytimes.com/pages/politics/inidex.html); and (5) vote shares for 2008
ig:‘;g 24 28 - are from.the CNN website (www.cnn.com/ELECTION/2008/) and selected secre-
60+ 12 41 tanes of state or state election division. web31tes o f

Sex. “3.In 1952-most Floridians backed’ ‘Democratic US senator Richard B. Russell
Male 49 45 . Jr. of Georgia, and in 1960 and 1968 Floridians favored their native son, Democratic
Female:- 51 55 US senator George Smathers. > '

Race - ) 3. As shown in Table 3.1, South Carolina was the only state that did not hold
White - 69 gi a Democratic primary in 1988.

Black 22 1 4. Perhaps there was one candidate who was a consistent conservative: the
Hispanic- - <1 former US senator Fred Thompson of Tennessee; but his late entry and lack:of ener-
g;‘;‘; 1 1 gy. made it apparent that he was only .casually interested in being. the nation’s mext
. president.. i
P'Illjjemdcrat 73 ‘ 5. In'the South Carolina pnmary, Thompson s vote share was 1 percent
‘Republican 6 and Huckabee § ~was 29:8 ~percent (South Carolina offlcral res lts
Independent/Other 21 Ww. state.sc. us/cg1—bm/scsec/scsec—reppnsw -011908£.pD). ¢

Education 1-6. McCain won the:most: primary votes. in.Florida (36 percent), Mlssmmppr
No high-school diploma 13 (79 percent) North Carolina (74 percent), South Carolina (33 percent), Texas (51
High school graduate 32 - percent), and Virginia (50 percent). Huckabee was the. victor in Alabama (41 per-
Some college: %g o cent), Arkdnsas (60 percent), Georgia (34 percent), Louisiana (43 percent) and
gggeg:dir;tiugé;ee 15 - Tennessee (34 percent) (data are from the New Yoz k szes,pohtlcs nytlmes com/

Incom%r - eléction-guide/2008/results/votes/index.html).
<$15.000 18 15 7. We thank Rebekah Liscio for assistance in compiling these data.-
$15,000-$29,999 26 23 : 8. Unlike the other four Deep, South states. (Alabama, Louisiana, Mississippi,
$30,000-$49,999 23 28 - R and South Carolina), Georgla has seen much more population growth (from within
'$50,000-$74,999 19 w200 - and outsxde the South), is undergoing raprd urbamzatlon, and has a large and politi-
$75,000-$99,999 15 -8 caﬂy active African American populatlon centered in the greater Atlanta rnetropoh—
$100,000+ 7 L tan dréa (see Woodard 2006).

Religion 49 40 o - 9. We should merition. that Texas has a hybnd prrmary~caucus system, and
g’;:slt;m 18 72 voters are eligible to take part in both formats. Given the higher costs of participat-
Other Christian 17 .22 ing in a caucus, it is not surprising that the vast majority of Texans who participate
Jewish 5 -5 in presxdennal nomination politics do so exclusively in primary contests.

Something else 7 g "10. As was the case throughout the nation, Clinton dominated the Hlspamc
None . 4 b

Notes: Data-are: welghted :1988: Total: N, of 1€S
states include: AL, AR;FL, GA, LA, MS, NC, TN; TX, and: VA:20
- included in analysis =4, 560 Southern states- mclude FL, LA MS TN andTX

pondents mcluded inr analysw =7,579. Southem
00: Total. N-of rcspondemss

vote in Texas wmmng 66 percent (2008 exit poll)




