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Abstract


In this paper, we analyze the role of political culture on vote choice for governor in the Texas governor’s race of 2006.  Employing Daniel Elazar’s conceptualization of political culture, we hypothesize that the two independent candidates for governor drew support from different groups of voters differentiated by political culture, while the major party candidates for governor relied mostly on the electoral support of voters with proclivities toward the respective political parties.  We find that political culture does not have much direct effect on voting behavior in the 2006 Texas governor’s race, but we do find that political culture is closely tied to partisan voting, and therefore political culture affects all candidates (but particularly major party candidates) indirectly through normal party voting patterns at the county level.

Does Political Culture Affect Voting for Independent Candidates

for Statewide Office?  A Case Study of the 2006

Texas Gubernatorial Race

“If you’re going to be born poor, you’d better not be born in Texas.”

                     --- Kinky Friedman, campaign brochure, 2006

“The Trans-Texas Corridor sounds like a Trans-Texas Catastrophe.”

                     --- Carole Keeton Strayhorn, Texas gubernatorial debate, 2006

INTRODUCTION


The study of the American states has become a major undertaking within the American politics subfield of political science in the Twentieth Century, and a venerable literature has emerged to chronicle the efforts of those who seek to explain politics and policy at the state level.  Perhaps one of the more provocative avenues of research is the effort by some researchers to explain state variation in the practice of politics and the differences in policies across the states as a result of political cultural differences across the states.  Although political culture may be difficult to define empirically, Daniel Elazar has attempted to conceptualize political culture and political subcultures within the larger American culture to explain state political differences.


We believe the concept of political culture has been understudied, and we wonder if there may be times in the history of a state when the typical partisanship of recent decades gives way to older cultural tendencies and patterns.  Certainly the effects of ideology and partisanship have been documented in a rich literature of books and articles throughout the last several decades, and we do not mean to suggest that ideology and partisanship are in decline.  In fact, as predictors of vote choice in presidential and congressional elections in recent decades, ideology and partisanship have almost certainly increased in importance.  But could it be possible that strong independent or third-party candidacies cut across ideological and partisan lines and touch an even older (and perhaps deeper) set of belief systems that differentiate one voter from the next?  Or is the notion of political culture merely a proxy for, or a concept that is synonymous with, ideology?


In this paper, we test to see if there were patterns in support for the two major party candidates and the two independent candidates for governor of Texas in 2006 that might be attributable to political culture rather than partisanship or demographic variables.  In some respects, we are guided by Elazar’s suggestion that political culture should be visible as a shaper of political behavior in electoral circumstances that differ from typical two-party general elections, such as in multi-candidate party primaries (Elazar 1982).  In our case, a four-person race for governor, one can imagine that the major party candidates received their support from their traditional bases of power; but how does one explain the emergence – and the relative success in winning votes – of two independent candidates in a statewide race in a state that does not have a tradition of independent and third party success?  In answering these questions, we will briefly address the literature related to Daniel Elazar’s conceptualization of American political subcultures.  We will also describe the four candidates for governor in Texas in 2006 and elaborate a bit on their campaign messages and strategies, and suggest how political culture might have been a factor in the ability of each to garner votes.  We will then explain our use of data and methodology, and share the results of our statistical analysis.  Finally, we will speculate about what our findings suggest about the interaction of political culture, partisanship, and demographic characteristics on county-level election results in the governor’s race.

THE CANDIDATES FOR TEXAS GOVERNOR


In the Texas governor’s race of 2006, there were four major candidates.  Each of the four candidates garnered double-digit percentages of the popular vote intentions of Texans surveyed in numerous polls throughout the calendar year.  All four candidates participated in the one gubernatorial debate, which was televised statewide.  Theoretically each of the four could have mustered one-third of the popular vote and won the election.  The frontrunner, incumbent Governor Rick Perry, never trailed in the pre-election polling, but he also never won the support of a majority of respondents in any of those polls, either.


Governor Perry was one of three candidates with political experience.  Though not a career politician, Perry first won office to the State House of Representatives in 1984 as a Democrat.  He changed his party affiliation to the GOP in 1989 and then was elected Agriculture Commissioner in 1990 and won the office again in 1994.  In 1998, Perry won the powerful position of Lieutenant Governor in a 50%-48% slugfest against popular Democrat State Comptroller John Sharp.  After only two years, Perry assumed the office of governor, as provided for in the Texas constitution, when Governor George W. Bush left the state for the White House.  In 2002 Perry had to run for the office in his own right; he won handily, 58% to 40%, against the wealthy Hispanic banker and oilman Tony Sanchez, in a race that many observers thought might be close (Barone and Cohen 2005).


Although Perry perhaps is not considered as popular or charismatic as recent Texas figures such as Governors Ann Richards and George W. Bush, or Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison, the 2006 election was Perry’s race to lose.  Some would say that drawing three viable opponents was a sign that the governor was in a weak political position.  Although not being able to shake the perception that he is more of a caretaker or managerial governor than a bold visionary, Perry’s strategy was to rely on his large core of Republican supporters to offset support for his Democratic opponent, Chris Bell, and frame himself as a more mature and serious candidate than his independent opponents, Carole Keeton Strayhorn and Kinky Friedman.  Perhaps Perry’s two major issues were support for the building of a “Trans-Texas corridor” and continued implementation and support for No Child Left Behind.  The Trans-Texas corridor – a series of toll-roads that would free Interstate 35 from heavy commercial traffic in the wake of implementation of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), would also supposedly benefit farmers by easing the transportation headaches of getting goods from the farm to the market.  Support for No Child Left Behind is a part of Perry’s view that human capital is the future of Texas, and he wants to see a dramatic increase in the percentage of Texas high school graduates who go on to college (Texas ranks below the national average on this measure).  

Governor Perry was drawn only reluctantly into the immigration reform debate, and he essentially saw the border issue as a local law enforcement problem, but acknowledged that state funding could help.  He assiduously avoided arguments that contained references to culture, and refused to promote immigration reforms that would be punitive toward illegal immigrants.  In the one gubernatorial debate, Perry rebutted an opponent’s assertion that he was too heavily tied to the oil industry by noting that Texas was “number one” in wind-generated energy (Texas Gubernatorial Debate).  Over his career, and in this race, Perry was viewed by many as a strong supporter of small businesses and a promoter of a “positive business climate” in Texas.  Although not a vocal supporter of the Religious Right, Perry was thought by many to be the candidate of choice for Anglo religious conservatives.


Governor Perry’s major party opponent was Chris Bell.  An attorney from the Houston area, Bell had been elected to one of the Houston area congressional districts in 2002 after serving in the Houston City Council for four years.  After the Republican gerrymander of Texas U.S. House districts in 2003, Bell’s district was substantially modified.  In 2002, the district had been consisted mostly of Anglo (37%) and Hispanic (34%) constituents; when the 25th congressional district was redrawn as the 9th congressional district for the 2004 election cycle, the district was 37% African-American and almost 33% Hispanic.  As a consequence, Bell was defeated in an acrimonious Democratic primary in 2004 by an African-American named Al Green who then went on to win the general election in a landslide (Barone and Cohen 2003; Barone and Cohen 2005).


Candidate Bell challenged Governor Perry and his other opponents on several grounds.  He frequently attacked Perry and Carole Keeton Strayhorn as being unethical or too heavily attached to special interests.  He chided Perry for supporting No Child Left Behind, suggesting that it was only encouraging teachers to “teach to the test” (particularly “high stakes testing” – testing with consequences attached) and not really improving education in the state.  Bell opposed the Trans-Texas corridor, suggesting it was “a big land grab” that would primarily benefit “one Spanish contractor” (the firm that was apparently in line to operate the toll roads).    He also did not favor more drastic means to protect the border, such as building a large fence.  Bell accused Perry of wanting to dodge his opponent’s by agreeing to only one debate.  Finally, Bell consistently tried to dispel the image that he lacked charisma by using the line: “I am a serious man, with a serious plan.” (Texas Gubernatorial Debate).


The third gubernatorial candidate to have political experience was Carole Keeton Strayhorn, who served as the state comptroller before leaving that office to compete for the governorship.  Although she was a Republican for much of her political career, she decided to enter the governor’s race as an independent and thereby not have to face Governor Perry in the Republican Party primary.  Strayhorn had earned a reputation as a deficit hawk rather than a tax cutter in her years as comptroller.  Since her tenure as comptroller overlapped Perry’s career as governor, Strayhorn was occasionally the bearer of budgetary bad news in her assigned role as forecaster of revenue in the budgetary process.  Her role as guardian of the treasury often conflicted with Governors Perry’s desire to cut taxes, and the two traded verbal jabs and barbs on numerous occasions.  Strayhorn campaigned as “one tough grandma,” a moniker that emphasized her political experience and her willingness to make difficult choices.  As part of the political establishment Strayhorn could not run as a political outsider, but she instead attempted to portray herself as a commonsense fiscal conservative who was not tied to any interest groups or socially conservative ideologues.  Her campaign was oriented toward middle-class citizens and ideological moderates; as an example, much like Bell, she portrayed Perry’s Trans-Texas Corridor idea as a boon to the highway construction industry and the foreign corporation that would administer the tolls, and a burden to rural central Texans who would have their land taken via eminent domain.


Additionally, Strayhorn favored (and had in earlier years proposed) a plan for the state to fund two years of technical, community college, or college/university education for all Texas high school graduates as her plan to enhance the human capital in the state.  Strayhorn attacked the Governor’s plan to provide property tax relief to Texans – a complicated plan worked out over several years between Perry and the legislature – as being too small to be of any consequence.  She also chided Perry for not passing some version of Jessica’s law to protect children from predators, and accused the governor of not cutting expenses from the Governor’s Office as he required of other state agencies during tougher budgetary times (Texas Gubernatorial Debate).    


Perhaps even more colorful than the tough Grandma was the fourth candidate, a political neophyte named Kinky Friedman who ran as an independent.  Although born in Chicago, Friedman had lived in Texas for many years and was known in many circles through his careers as a singer, writer, and humorist.  During the campaign, Friedman traveled the state with his trademark boots, black ten-gallon cowboy hat, and (usually) unlit cigar.  Even during the campaign’s one televised debate, Friedman was at his podium clothed in full regalia, complete with cigar.  A prominent figure associated with the Austin nightlife, Friedman is a straight-talker who is quick to interject humorous one-liners to underscore his issue positions.  Without a doubt Friedman ran as an anti-party, anti-elitist outsider:  “I am running for the Little Fellers, not the Rockefellers.”  “The Texas Capitol is the tallest in the nation, but unfortunately is occupied by midgets.”


As one might imagine, Friedman’s issue positions are not easy to place on an ideological scale.  Most of his stances had a strong populist orientation.  Political reform and a new emphasis on education were among his most visible issue positions.  He urged an immediate $2,000 increase in teacher salaries, and he also wanted to work to “empower teachers” and end mandated standardized student testing.  An intriguing proposal in a sports-crazy state was his notion that education funds should be used for classroom instruction, thereby leaving high school sports programs to be sponsored by businesses.  His reform agenda included a mandatory two-year cooling off period before former state officials could work as lobbyists, and he also wanted to change the state constitution to allow for the initiative and the referendum.  Like Strayhorn, Friedman was a vocal opponent of the Trans-Texas Corridor, for many of the same reasons as Strayhorn (kinkyfriedman.com).  


On other issues, Friedman favored legalizing casino gambling as a potential raiser of revenue: “We invented Texas hold ‘em, and we can’t even play it!”).  He also favored the state raising $100 million and sending it to Houston to buttress the police presence there to tamp down the growing crime problem, as he put it, in the aftermath of the post-Katrina migration to that portion of the state.  Friedman also implied that he was not a “law and order” advocate on the issue of recreational drug use, noting that while an admitted drug user should be disqualified from heading the state’s Department of Education, there should not be an automatic disqualification from any position whatsoever due to drug use (e.g., Willie Nelson as Mr. Friedman’s “Energy Czar”) (Texas Gubernatorial Debate).  

ELAZAR’S NOTION OF POLITICAL CULTURE


To attempt to make sense about how the challenges to Mr. Perry and Mr. Bell occurred in a state with a weak third-party tradition, we turn to the concept of political culture.  Although there are two sets of literature that are focused on the concept of political culture, we adopt the conceptualization of Daniel Elazar, particularly since Elazar applied his version of political culture most directly to the study of the U.S. states (Elazar 1982).  Elazar suggested that political subcultures (components of a more broadly defined American national culture) could explain much of the regional variation in the way politics is practiced in the U.S.  His theory is rich in the sense that political subcultures are believed to affect patterns of elite and nonelite attitudes regarding the appropriate sphere of government activity; whether politics is viewed by citizens as “dirty,” healthy, or an activity reserved for the elite; who should participate in politics; how political competition is waged; and even to some degree how the good or just society is defined.  These political subcultures have operated in North America since Europeans colonized the East Coast; then, the basic political ideas of the settlers were passed on from one generation to the next and disseminated throughout the United States via the westward migration of the white population.  Elazar identifies unique individualistic, moralistic, and traditionalistic subcultures that together form the fabric of American political culture and supposedly predate political parties and the contemporary notion of ideology.  These subcultures, then, affect the way people view government, parties, and other institutions and political processes.


For purposes of our study, we are interested in Elazar’s assertion that the state of Texas is a mixture of traditionalistic and individualistic subcultures, with the traditionalistic subculture the dominant one.  The traditionalistic subculture, of course, was introduced to the state from Deep South migrants; many of these migrants were pro-secession and pro-slavery, if not slave owners.  But Elazar also notes that the western part of the state has individualistic subculture as predominant in the synthesis, as northwest and West Texas were settled disproportionally by migrants from border states and Midwestern states (Elazar 1984).  It is important to note that while the notion of political subculture in Texas (as in other states) has a regional basis, political subculture is not a proxy for region, or vice versa:  “’Region subsumes not merely geographical matters, but quintessential sets of area-bound decisions made at earlier times in response to dominant values which resulted in a ‘policy culture,’ (i.e., a distinctive, interrelated set of beliefs about the way the political system should allocate values and resources – particularly values)” (Wirt 1982).


What do these different subculture types imply and what might we expect about politics in the different regions of Texas according to Elazar?  In more individualistic west Texas, citizens and the elite should view the government as a market mechanism that simply gives the dominant group or party what they want.  In other words, government is responsive to public opinion and election results and responds to citizen desires when clear signals are given.  Bureaucracy is an extension of this governmental mechanism, and there is some room for responsiveness to citizen or interest group demands, with a weak civil service system preferred.  Politics in this subculture should be seen as a dirty business conducted by professionals, with some understanding that a reasonable amount of patronage – oriented around the election activity of political parties – is a central part of the political process.


In more traditionalistic east Texas, government should be seen as a mechanism for maintaining the status quo.  The elites of society “rule,” and new programs either serve the direct purposes of the societal elites or are doled out sparingly on behalf of the masses to prevent the latter from overturning the existing governing arrangement.  Only the societal elites are encouraged to participate in politics, and the elite run for office and also use the bureaucracy (which should have either a very weak or a nonexistent civil service system) for their own ends once elected.  Parties recruit candidates for office, but often the candidates are manipulated by societal elites who work behind the scenes.  Political competition is based on divergent factions and/or personalities, and tends not to be conducted by parties based on issues (Elazar 1984).


Before turning to our analysis and describing out hypotheses, we highlight the fact that other scholars have adopted Elazar’s ideas about political culture.  In fact, a rich literature exists, in which scholars have employed different units of analysis and methodologies in explaining the role of political subculture in American state and local politics in the latter half of the Twentieth Century.  Some observers have noted that the subculture concept is amenable to subjective interpretation of descriptive patterns of political behavior in the different regions of the country (Jewell 1982).  Operationalizing the subcultures into variables that can be used in empirical analysis is more difficult, but scholars have attempted such analysis, applying the concept of political culture to a wide variety of political institutions and processes and policies at the state and local level.


For example, Miller, Barker, and Carman (2005) showed that survey respondents in the moralistic state of Maine have more positive perceptions of state and local government and bureaucracy than do respondents from Mississippi (traditionalistic) and Pennsylvania (individualistic).  Joslyn (1982) found that political cultural differences among the states accounts for some differences in public opinion regarding institutions like government, the role of civil disobedience in American life, and the legitimate role of government in solving problems related to urban unrest.  Joslyn also found that because of differences in public opinion from one subculture to the other, politicians seeking public office tailor their television advertisements to the expectation of the public in their cultural contexts.  Where individualistic culture prevailed or was the dominant subculture, television spots were more likely to emphasize candidate qualities; in states where moralistic culture was dominant, the issue positions of the candidates were more likely to be emphasized. Wirt (1982) showed that there are even political culture differences in the centralization (state control versus local control) of education policy and spending (whether state or local spending is higher).  Traditionalistic states were likely to have strongly centralized school systems, with the states in control of many aspects of educational decision-making and operation and with heavy state funding of primary and secondary education.  Individualistic and moralistic states varied as to centralization, but typically were characterized by more local government spending relative to state spending for primary and secondary education.

Perhaps the most thorough adaptation of Elazar’s subcultures and their impacts on public policy at the state level was Erikson, Wright, and McIver’s Statehouse Democracy (1993).  In their book, Erikson, Wright, and McIver found that political subcultures do not equate to partisanship or ideology, suggesting that a state’s political subculture exists independently of the partisanship or ideology of the citizens, as Elazar had predicted.  They showed that the complex linkages between public opinion and public policy – including the direct and indirect links among the ideological leanings of the electorate, the party elite, and the legislature; and the partisan makeup of the legislature – vary from subculture to subculture.


Other scholars have commented on Elazar’s political subculture typology with skepticism.  In their state level analysis, Hero and Tolbert (1996) found that the diversity of a state’s population in terms of whites, Latinos, blacks, and Asians and the diversity of a state’s white population into various European ethnicities explain substantial variation in some state education policies and outcomes and some state social policies and outcomes.  Important for our study is their claim that Elazar’s political subcultures are really best described by each state’s population diversity.  Their claims are supported by some empirical evidence:  When political culture is viewed as a continuum from “traditionalistic” to “individualistic” to “moralistic,” state minority diversity explains 41% of the state-by-state variation in political subcultures.  When they differentiate “traditionalistic” subculture from the other two with a dichotomous variable, the white ethnic diversity variable correctly categorizes 78% of the states as to political subculture.  On closer inspection, however, individualistic subculture does not fit the ethnic minority continuum very well, and white ethnic diversity does not correctly distinguish between moralistic and traditionalistic subcultures, leaving some doubt as to whether Hero and Tolbert’s diversity measures can be substitutions for Elazar’s political subcultures.  Perhaps of greater interest to future researchers would be the important question of whether increases in minority populations actually dilute or mitigate the effects of the political subculture of the state, or whether minority populations conform to the state subculture which (at least to Elazar) represents the political beliefs and attitudes of generations of white natives and immigrants.


Similar to Hero and Tolbert, DeLeon and Naff (2004) reject Elazar’s framework in favor of “New Political Culture.”  While agreeing with Elazar that “place matters,” they believe that culture in the 21st century is a pole with “traditional” and “innovative” extremes that can be measured by the degree of “secularism, nontraditional lifestyles [and] gender roles, [presence of a] creative class, [degree of] racial [and cultural] diversity and tolerance,” and the level of “gay and lesbian presence” in urban communities (pp. 700-701).  But their measure of New Political Culture is so highly correlated with individual responses on an ideology question that their measure of New Political Culture seems to be a proxy for ideology in the contemporary period.  In other words, people who live in more liberal communities are more likely to identify themselves as liberal and more likely to hold liberal issue positions.  

Sharp’s “Unconventional Culture” overlapped markedly with the New Political Culture of DeLeon and Naff (although the two sets of researchers draw from different data sources), and indeed correlated almost perfectly with New Political Culture.  However, after noting the negligible correlations among any of her revised measures of Unconventional Culture and Elazar’s political subcultures, Sharp wrote, “The measurement of new or unconventional culture is pointing to a very different concept than Elazar’s race/ethnicity/religion-based subcultures of the United States (144).”  Although not explicitly stated in her article, one might infer as with New Political Culture that localities with Unconventional Cultures may simply reflect the aggregation of contemporary American liberals.

POLITICAL CULTURE AND THE TEXAS CANDIDATES


We present five hypotheses in this study.  First, we do not expect to find that the political subculture that operates in a county has much bearing on the votes of major- party candidates.  Major-party candidates should draw primarily upon the support of their own partisans, with perhaps some individuals casting their votes on the basis of ideology, a particular issue position taken by the candidates, membership in a demographic group, or some combination of these.  Like Elazar (1982), we view political culture as distinct from any of these other influences on vote choice, and we expect political culture effects to be strongest during unusual circumstances.  The unusual circumstances associated with our study are the emergence of two independent candidates for governor, a rarity in Texas politics.


Hypothesis 1:  There will be no correlation (or a weak correlation) between county political subculture and the county vote percentages for either Governor Perry or Mr. Bell, the two major-party candidates, once we control for a county’s past partisan vote pattern and other factors.


Hypothesis 2:  Past partisan voting patterns at the county-level will be strongly correlated with county vote percentages for Governor Perry and Mr. Bell.


We expect counties with a strong traditionalistic subculture strain to support Ms. Strayhorn.  Strayhorn’s candidacy most resembles a “traditionalistic” candidacy for a number of reasons.  First, her candidacy resembles a factional feud within the Republican Party reminiscent of many such conflicts within the Democratic Party in the days of the one-party South.  Despite her attempts to portray herself as an outsider, Ms. Strayhorn is without a doubt a societal elite (her father was a famous political figure in Texas) and her run for the governorship after her public feuds with Perry has a personal element lacking in the other candidacies.


Hypothesis 3:  There will be a positive correlation between the strength of a county’s traditionalistic subculture and support for Ms. Strayhorn, after controlling for the partisanship of the county and other social and demographic characteristics of the county.


Finally, we expect Kinky Friedman to perform well in more individualistic counties.  Mr. Friedman is the true outsider in the race, the least likely of the four candidates to be branded an elite.  Mr. Friedman has arguably worked harder than any other candidate to register new voters, and is pointedly attempting to appeal to them.  His appeals are not merely targeted to the poor, but he is attempting to forge a coalition among Texans from a variety of socioeconomic backgrounds who are disenchanted with the two major parties, emphasizing the “dirty dealings” and failings of the current powerbrokers.  Rather than being anti-government in his orientation, he sees government as potentially a responsive tool for community action, but only if new voters take control from the old guard of the state.  While some characteristics of the Friedman candidacy seem to have moralistic elements, according to Elazar there are no moralistic pockets in Texas, and of all the candidates in the race, the Friedman candidacy is perhaps the least of the four to resemble a traditionalistic subculture orientation.


Hypothesis 4:  There will be a positive correlation between the strength of a county’s individualistic subculture and support for Mr. Friedman, after controlling for the partisanship of the county and other social and demographic characteristics of the county.


Hypothesis 5:  Past partisan voting patterns at the county-level will not be correlated with county vote percentages for Ms. Strayhorn or Mr. Friedman.

DATA AND METHODS


Our data for past county election results were taken from various editions of America Votes.  The county results for the 2006 governor’s race were found on the Texas Secretary of State website.  Our demographics for the counties were taken from the U.S. Census Bureau’s website.


In order to test our hypotheses, we regressed the percentage of the county-level votes won by each of the four major gubernatorial candidates on our county-level demographic, partisanship, and political subculture variables (to be described below).  After we found that past partisan voting patterns was a major explainer of vote percentages for each of the four candidates, we respecified our model to account for the direct and indirect effects of political culture on vote choice.  In our revised model, we utilized county partisanship as an endogenous variable in order to measure the effect of demographic and political culture variables on past partisan voting trends, measure the direct effects of partisanship on the 2006 race, and measure the relative importance (both direct and indirect) of each of the variables on the voting for the four candidates.


Our demographic variables include measures of class, race and ethnicity, marital status, and urbanization.  We also created a measure of county partisanship based on recent county election returns in statewide races.  We also thought it necessary to create a measure of each county’s voters’ willingness to support nonpartisan candidates for office, using the Perot percentage of the county’s vote in the 1992 presidential election as our operationalization of this concept.  Finally, we relied substantially on Elazar’s categorization of Texas metropolitan areas in our operationalization of political subculture.  The variable definitions can be found in Table 1.  We will now turn to a brief discussion of why these variables were utilized, and will elaborate on the operational definitions we used on the more controversial variables.

/ Table 1 about here /


Race and ethnicity have long been associated with vote choice.  There is a long history of identifying African-Americans with the Democratic Party (Campbell, Converse, Miller, and Stokes 1964; Carmines, Renten, and Stimson 1984; Flanigan and Zingale 1987).  More recently, scholars have noted the tendency of Hispanics of non-Cuban descent to tend to vote for Democratic candidates (Pomper 2001; Stanley and Niemi1993).  Similarly, many of these same scholars have highlighted the close association between socioeconomic status and vote choice, with Americans of higher incomes and more years of education tending to vote Republican and lower-income and less-educated Americans tending to support Democratic Party candidates (see also Ladd 1981).  A relatively new observation is the tendency of unmarried people to be more supportive of Democratic candidates than married people (Pomper 2001); this “marriage gap” (which often is larger than the much-publicized gender gap) may have economic roots but may also be a function of the “post-industrial” focus on lifestyle issues or choices (Lipset 1981).  Finally, we include a variable designed to measure population density in the counties, with the understanding that urban and rural areas differ markedly, as do citizens’ expectations about the role of government in solving societal problems and their views about the proper mix of taxes and services in rural and urban areas.  Even when one controls for the differences in the ethnicity of city dwellers and rural populations in the South, the mere size of one’s community can produce profound ideological and partisan differences at the individual level (Lublin 2004; Wink and Laroche 1998).


In addition to the socioeconomic and demographic variables that have tended to correlate strongly with partisan vote choice, scholars in political science have long recognized that party identification is the best predictor of how an individual will vote in a particular election.  Since voter registration is nonpartisan in the state of Texas and primary votes by party are not necessarily indicative of the strength of partisanship in the state, we have constructed a county normal Republican vote variable that is designed to measure support for the two major parties in statewide races in recent years (See Table 1).  We do not claim our measure is a perfect measure of party identification in the counties, and we acknowledge that national- and state-level races have partisan dynamics that still differ from local partisan dynamics in elections in the South.  Therefore, we do not mean to suggest that our measure could substitute for any race for any office at any level of government in Texas (Lublin 2004).  However, we believe our measure is a good indicator of what a Republican and a Democratic gubernatorial candidate could expect to win in this time period in a race in which there were no independent candidates.  In addition to our measure of county partisanship, we include a variable designed to measure variation in a county population’s willingness to spurn the major party candidates altogether and vote for an independent or third-party candidate.  Thus, our variable measuring the support for Perot in the 1992 presidential election is an attempt to delineate between those counties that are and those that are not willing to defy convention in electoral politics.


Finally, we turn to political subcultures.  In his categorization of the states in the early 1980s, Elazar suggested that Texas was a state characterized by a synthesis of individualistic and traditionalistic subcultures, with the latter being the dominant of the two.  In a more localized application, Elazar identified and categorized twenty-one metropolitan areas in the state.  We adopted Elazar’s classification scheme for the twenty-one cities (Elazar 1984, pp. 124-125).  Almost all of the cities in the western portion of the state are a synthesis, with individualistic culture dominant.  In the east, the synthesis tends to produce a traditionalistic cultural dominance.  Three areas of the state, Texarkana and Tyler in the east and Brownsville in the south-center (bordering Mexico) are pure traditionalistic.  However, we do not differentiate in our analysis between purely traditionalistic and traditionalistic-individualistic subcultures.  Other exceptions to the general regional pattern are that the eastern cities of Fort Worth and Corpus Christi are individualistic dominant, and San Antonio and San Angelo in the west are individualistic dominant.  As for the other 200+ counties that are rural (or at least not large enough to be classified by Elazar), we accepted the east-west dichotomy and coded all the counties on and east of Interstate 35 (running roughly through the center of the state from the Mexico border through San Antonio, Austin, and the Dallas-Fort Worth metroplex to Oklahoma) as traditionalistic dominant, and every rural county west of I-35 as individualistic dominant.

RESULTS


A preliminary analysis of the simple correlations between all pairs of the independent variables (not shown in tabular form) reveals some potential for collinearity problems.  Particularly troublesome is the very large correlation between the white percentage of the county population and the Hispanic percent of the county population 

r = -.942).  While it is true that metropolitan counties in Texas are quite diverse, this high correlation is due to the large number of rural populations that are have very homogeneous populations.  Some small rural counties in the northwest portion of the state contain populations that are 90% white or more, while some rural counties near the Mexico border are at least 85% Hispanic.  Furthermore, there are strong correlations between the ethnicity of the population and the normal Republican vote (.725 for white percentage of the population and -.619 for Hispanic percentage of the population) and for the Perot percentage of the 1992 presidential vote (.670 for whites, -.621 for Hispanics).  Whites are much more prone to support the Republican Party and vote for third-party or independent candidates than are Hispanics.  Because of the extremely strong correlation between the Hispanic and white or Anglo percentage of the county population, and because the Anglo population is larger and found more uniformly throughout the state, we decided to drop the Hispanic variable from our analyses.  This idea of dropping the Hispanic variable also stemmed from the fact that many of our early regression runs produced nonintuitive results when the Hispanic and white variables were both included in our models.  Throughout our research we also specified some models with both income and education variables, and we excluded one or the other from time to time.  Generally, the results of the analyses did not vary whether we included only one of both of the socioeconomic variables.


Our early regression runs also indicated that the normal Republican vote variable was statistically significant and positive when the dependent variable was the vote for Perry, Strayhorn, and Friedman, and significant and negative when the dependent variable was the vote percentage for Bell.  Our fifth hypothesis, therefore, was found to be incorrect.  Where county populations typically voted for Republican candidates in statewide elections, the two independent candidates did remarkably well.  On the other hand, we did find that normal Republican vote was so important in explaining the Perry and Bell votes, that is was essentially the “driving force” in those model specifications, thus confirming our first hypothesis.  Since normal Republican vote was so important to the major party candidates’ votes and was surprisingly important to the two independent candidates, we therefore specified a model with normal Republican vote as the dependent variable in order to test the direct and indirect effects of political culture on the candidates’ vote percentages.


We ran several regression models that consistently showed that four other independent variables explained a great deal of the variation in normal Republican votes in the counties.  The normal Republican vote model can be seen in Table 2.  Household income, individualistic culture, the percentage of married households, and the white percentage of the county population explain over two-thirds of the variation in the normal Republican vote.  All these variables are positively correlated with voting Republican.  White percentage of the population is extremely important, as with each 10% increase in the white population of the county, Republicans typically win an additional 4% of the vote.  Also, Republicans typically win 8.5% more votes in individualistic culture counties than in traditionalistic culture counties, controlling for other variables in the model.  We can speculate that since Perry, Friedman, and Strayhorn did well in typically Republican counties, then high household income, individualistic culture, married households, and high concentrations of white voters indirectly helped each of the three candidates because they operated through the tendency of people in these counties to vote for Republicans.  On the other hand, Bell benefited from lower household incomes, citizens living in traditionalistic subculture areas, counties with more non-married citizens, and counties with lower concentrations of white people because those counties were more characteristic of areas that typically vote for Democrats.  As noted above, we need also to illustrate the direct effects of the independent variables on vote choice for the four candidates.

/ Table 2 about here /


We report the direct effects of the independent variables on vote choice for the four respective candidates in Tables 3-6.  Table 3 contains the statistics for the Perry vote, Table 4 reports the results for Bell, Table 5 contains the results for Strayhorn, and Table 6 reports the statistics for Friedman.


As can be seen from Table 3, the normal Republican vote was the most important predictor of a vote for Governor Perry.  For every 1% increase in normal Republican vote across counties, Perry picked up almost an additional ½% of the vote.  Remember, the normal vote is a two-party vote variable, and Perry shared this election with three other candidates.  Only two other variables reach conventional levels of statistical significance, education and married households.  For every 1% increase in the percentage of the population over aged 25 with a college degree, Perry gained an additional .14% of the vote percentages.  For every 1% increase in the percentage married households in the county, Perry picked up an additional .21% of the vote.  The fit of the data is quite good, with the model explaining over 58% of the variation in county vote percentage for Perry.

/ Table 3 about here /


The results for Mr. Bell are reported in Table 4.  The model for Mr. Bell is remarkable in that it explains almost 88% in the variation of his vote percentages across counties.  Of no surprise is the large effect of normal Republican vote.  For every 1% increase in the county’s normal Republican vote percentage, Mr. Bell’s vote percentage falls by a very large 0.74%.  Also of little surprise is the fact that an increase in population density results in larger vote percentages for Bell.  For each increase of 100 persons per square mile in the county, Bell gains an additional 0.2% of the vote.  The large and positive correlation between increasing white population and Bell is surprising.  For every 10% increase in the white population of the county, Bell wins an additional 0.60% of the vote percentage.  However, be reminded that we are controlling for black population and normal Republican vote in the model; as we know, the white population contributes greatly to the normal Republican vote, and it may simply be a statistical artifact that increasing white population seems to help Bell once we control for all the other variables in the model.  At this point we should note that our first two hypotheses appear to be confirmed:  Support for both Perry and Bell was largely party driven, with little direct impact of political culture on their county vote percentages.

/ Table 4 about here /


The results for Ms. Strayhorn are located in Table 5.  Not surprisingly, the low R-square of .211 is indicative of the fact that the model does not explain a large percent of the variation in the vote percentages of this independent candidate.  Nonetheless, the statistics for each variable do indicate that a number of them do explain some of the vote variation, as there are a number of coefficients that attain statistical significance.  As noted previously, Ms. Strayhorn did better in counties with a tradiationally large Republican vote percentage; for every 1% increase in Republican normal vote share, Ms. Strayhorn picked up .20% additional vote share.  Additionally, Ms. Strayhorn did better in counties with a less educated populace, as a 1% increase in persons with bachelor degrees cost her .21% of the vote percentage.  Interestingly, as we suggested in hypothesis 3, Ms. Strayhorn performed better in traditionalistic counties than in individualistic counties, as the negative and statistically significant coefficient associated with the individualistic dichotomous variable attests.

/ Table 5 about here /


The results for the regression explaining support for Mr. Friedman can be found in Table 6.  As is the case with Strayhorn, the model predicting support for Friedman explains only a small variation of the county vote for him, a little over 22% to be precise.  Friedman did best in counties with small African-American populations, fewer married couple households, more households with relatively high incomes, and counties that typically supported Republican candidates for statewide office.  In fact, for every 10% increase in the black population, Friedman lost 1.2% vote share; for every 10% increase in normal Republican vote percentages, he picked up almost 1% additional share of the vote.  It should be noted that our hypotheses regarding the Friedman vote were not borne out:  Friedman’s vote percentages were affected by the normal county Republican vote (as were Ms. Strayhorn’s), but were not directly impacted by the political subculture of the state, as can be seen in the lack of statistical significance associated with the individualistic subculture variable.


As we noted earlier, however, political subculture is linked with party voting in Texas, and party voting was important in explaining all four candidates’ vote percentages.  What role, then, does political culture play in voting for governor when we take into account the direct and indirect effects of political culture?  The results for all four candidates are reported in Table 7.  For each candidate, we have taken the standardized regression coefficients and utilized them in a path analysis.  The direct effects simply represent the magnitude of the standardized coefficients associated with the unstandardized coefficients reported in Tables 3-6.  The indirect effects of a variable on vote share represent the standardized coefficients for income, political culture, married households, and white percentage of the population (the standardized coefficients associated with the unstandardized coefficients in Table 2) multiplied by the standardized normal Republican vote variable.  Thus, we are suggesting that all the independent variables have a direct effect on candidate vote share; but in addition, income, political culture, married households, and white population share also have an additional indirect influence on candidate vote share that operate through the normal Republican vote.  In Table 7, we report the results for Governor Perry first, and then follow suit for Mr. Bell (Table 8), Ms. Strayhorn (Table 9), and Mr. Friedman (Table 10).


The results for Governor Perry reveal that individualistic political culture does have a large affect on a county’s vote for Perry, but this effect works through the normal Republican vote variable.  In fact, the normal Republican vote variable has by far the largest direct effect on the Perry vote; but the magnitude of that direct effect means that those variables that result in voting Republican – particularly high income, individualistic political culture, and white percentage of the county population – have very large indirect effects on the Perry vote share.  The bottom line is that the variables that have the strongest total impact on county votes for Perry are normal Republican vote, white percentage of the county population, and individualistic political culture.  Perry’s victory in the election was due to his baseline support among Republicans, but those baseline voters tended to be higher-income, white, and citizens from individualistic counties.

/ Table 7 about here /


The results for Mr. Bell, reported in Table 8, need be discussed only briefly, as they are the mirror image (or exact opposites of those of Mr. Perry).  This finding of exactly opposite results should not be surprising, as voters were easily able to identify Perrry and Bell (the two major party candidates) as opposites.  Mr. Bell did best in counties that typically voted Democratic, and these counties were characterized by lower income, traditionalistic political culture, and small white percentages of the population.  As with Perry, the normal Republican vote variable was so important that the indirect effects of political culture and white county population meant that the latter two variables were extremely important in explaining support for Bell.

/ Table 8 about here /


Ms. Strayhorn’s support also was heavily dependent on normal Republican vote, but education had an important direct effect as well, as can be seen in Table 9.  Ms. Strayhorn did better in counties that typically supported Republicans, but also in counties with few college graduates (after controlling for the effects of the other variables in the model).  As with Governor Perry, the white population was important indirectly, because of the tendency of counties with high concentrations of whites to back candidates from the GOP.  In addition to partisanship, white population percentage, and education, the political culture variable is notable.  In the case of Ms. Strayhorn, her direct support in traditionalistic counties was more than offset by her support from individualistic counties, operating through the normal Republican vote variable.  The net effect of political culture on support for Strayhorn – due to the opposite direction of the direct and indirect effects – was minimal.

/ Table 9 about here /


Finally, Friedman’s support, as shown in Table 10, was more influenced by the direct effect of variables due to the relatively weaker impact of the normal Republican vote variable on Friedman vote shares.  African-American population, income, and normal Republican vote were all important direct effects.  Friedman did better in counties that typically voted Republican, had fewer African-Americans, and had relatively high household incomes.  The white population percentage total effect was also important for Friedman, but this variable operated mostly through the normal Republican vote variable and thus had a strong indirect effect on the Friedman vote share.

/ Table 10 /

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS


What we have found is that the relationships among partisanship, political culture, and vote choice are not so clear as we had first presumed.  We were surprised to find that past partisan vote patterns not only affected the two major-party candidates, but they were also important in explaining support for the two independent candidates.  Additionally, we were surprised to find that political culture was more important for the major party candidates than for the independent candidates once we took into account the direct and indirect effects of political culture on candidate vote share.


We had assumed when we began this study that political party orientation and the political subcultures of the counties were unrelated.  We were wrong in that assumption.  County political subculture clearly does not serve as a proxy for party, but the two concepts do tend to be related in contemporary Texas, as the Pearson’s r between these two variables in our study is .372.  Elazar assumes that political culture predates the formation of political parties in the United States.  If there is any causality operating between political culture and political parties in Texas, therefore, we must assume that political cultural differences have led to the tendency of people in different regions of the state to vary in their relative support for the two major parties.  In the future, we and other scholars who are studying political culture in Texas must be cognizant of the fact that partisanship and political culture are not completely disentangled, and any research should be conducted with that in mind.  Perhaps in future studies of citizens and elites, and politics and policy in the state, we can tease out the relative effects of party and political culture on political outcomes in the state.


In a broader sense, our results indicate that the emergence of two independent candidates for governor in Texas in 2006 did not produce some new political movement with a political culture basis or orientation.  If anything, the results regarding the normal Republican vote variable show that the candidacies of Friedman and Strayhorn represented disenchantment with the two major parties (particularly with the Republicans or with Perry, personally) and the coalescing of that disenchantment around two likeable – if entirely different – personalities.  Friedman’s claims of bringing in new voters did not materialize.  The Texas Secretary of State’s website reported that voter registration was down 2% and voter turnout (as a percent of voting-age population) was down by 3% as compared to the 2002 election.  The default position of many Texans to vote Republican was seriously challenged by three candidates and Perry lost 19% of the vote from 2002 to 2006; still, the much larger Republican (as opposed to Democratic) base and the fact that three opponents were in the race to carve up the majority of the anti-Perry votes certainly worked to the advantage of Perry.


However, another point can be made about the Democratic vote in Texas.  In statewide elections, the Democratic vote is almost limited to the minority communities and to the larger cities, particularly in the central and eastern portions of the state.  While Perry certainly under-performed in the 2006 election, Chris Bell won 10% fewer votes than Tony Sanchez, the landslide Democratic Party general election loser in 2002.  It can arguably be said that Bell might have won if only three candidates had been in the race, but this assumes that Bell would have won a net gain over Perry of over half the votes cast for Strayhorn or a net gain over Perry of almost 75% of the votes cast for Friedman.  Since Friedman and Strayhorn won more votes combined than Bell, it is a dubious assumption that everyone disenchanted enough with Perry to vote for Friedman or Strayhorn would have voted for Bell if their first choice candidate had not been in the race.  An outright victory for Bell in a two- or three-person race would have been a genuine upset, in fact, given the dismal performances of Democrats in statewide races in Texas in recent years.


The fact remains that electoral politics in Texas can largely be explained by party identification, political culture, and race and ethnicity, at least in the contemporary period.  It remains to be seen what effect the large and quickly growing Hispanic population will have on the state.  In the intermediate time period (10-40 years), the partisan beneficiaries of growing Hispanic political power should be the Democrats.  A current and future research agenda could be built around the growth in the Hispanic population and the possibility of a changing political culture in Texas.  In other words, researchers in the future should ask: In what ways do new Hispanic voters conform to the dominant political cultures in the state, and in what ways are new Hispanic voters changing the dominant political cultures in the state?

Table 1.  Definitions of the Variables

Socioeconomic and Demographic Variables

African-American  = Percentage of county population that is African-American

College degree       = Percentage of county population that is above 25 years of age and

                                       has a bachelor’s degree

Hispanic                 = Percentage of county population that is Hispanic

Household Income = Median household income in the county, 1999

Married                  = Percentage of households in county with a married couple, 2000

Population density = Persons per square mile in the county, 2000

White (Anglo)        = Percentage of county population that is white and not 

                                         Hispanic, 2000

County Past Voting Pattern Variables

Normal Republican Vote = Mean county two-party vote for Republican candidates in the             

                                                 2002 U.S. Senate race, the 2002 governor’s race, and the

                                                 2004 presidential race

Perot Vote                        = Percentage of county vote that went to Ross Perot for

                                                 president in 1992

Political Subculture Variables

Individualistic  = coded 1 if individualistic subculture is the dominant county political               

                                 subculure; coded 0 otherwise

Traditionalistic = coded 1 if traditionalistic subculture is the dominant county political         

                                 subculture; coded 0 otherwise

Table 1 – cont.

Candidate Vote Percentages

Bell           = Percentage of the county vote won by Democratic candidate Chris Bell

Friedman  = Percentage of the county vote won by Independent candidate Kinky 

                         Friedman

Perry         = Percentage of the county vote won by Republican candidate Rick Perry

Strayhorn  = Percentage of the county vote won by Independent candidate Carole Keeton      

                          Strayhorn

Table 2.  Determinants of County Normal Republican Vote

	Variable
	Unstandardized Coefficient
	Standard Error
	t-ratio
	Significance Level

	Constant
	6.135
	5.696
	1.077
	.283

	Income (thousands)
	.346
	.000
	4.457
	.000***

	Individualistic Pol. Culture
	8.575
	1.075
	7.980
	.000***

	Percent Married
	.299
	.104
	2.875
	.004***

	Percent White
	.388
	.026
	15.146
	.000***


N = 254

R-square = .671

adj. R-square = .666

*** p < .01, two-tailed

Table 3.  Determinants of the Vote Shares for Perry

	Variable
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standard error
	t-ratio
	Significance level

	Constant
	0.144
	5.039
	0.029
	.977

	Education
	0.139
	0.083
	1.675
	.095*

	Percent black
	0.073
	0.064
	1.156
	.249

	Income
	-0.000
	0.000
	-0.356
	.722

	Individualistic Pol. culture
	0.922
	0.932
	0.990
	.323

	Percent married
	0.209
	0.093
	2.248
	.025**

	Normal Repub. Vote
	0.442
	0.043
	10.324
	.000***

	Perot Percent
	-0.001
	0.077
	-0.008
	.993

	Pop. Density
	0.001
	0.002
	0.439
	.661

	Percent white
	-0.039
	0.028
	-1.369
	.172


N = 254

R-square = .583

Adj. R-square = .568

*** p < .01, two-tailed

**   p < .05, two-tailed

*     p < .10, two-tailed

Table 4.  Determinants of the Vote Shares for Bell

	Variable
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standard error
	t-ratio
	Significance level

	Constant
	66.224
	3.397
	19.495
	.000***

	Education
	0.086
	0.056
	1.537
	.125

	Percent black
	0.025
	0.043
	0.576
	.565

	Income
	-0.000
	0.000
	-0.179
	.858

	Individualistic Pol. culture
	-0.107
	0.628
	-0.171
	.865

	Percent married
	0.035
	0.063
	0.556
	.579

	Normal Repub. Vote
	-0.739
	0.029
	-25.580
	.000***

	Perot Percent
	0.058
	0.052
	-1.116
	.266

	Pop. Density
	0.002
	0.001
	1.776
	.077*

	Percent white
	0.060
	0.019
	3.158
	.002***


N = 254

R-square = .877

Adj. R-square = .872

*** p < .01, two-tailed

*     p < .10, two-tailed

Table 5.  Determinants of the Vote Share for Strayhorn

	Variable
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standard error
	t-ratio
	Significance level

	Constant
	20.515
	4.684
	4.379
	.000***

	Education
	-0.212
	0.077
	-2.750
	.006***

	Percent black
	0.027
	0.059
	0.462
	.645

	Income
	-0.000
	0.000
	-1.351
	.178

	Individualistic Pol. culture
	-1.452
	0.866
	-1.677
	.095*

	Percent married
	-0.088
	0.086
	-1.023
	.307

	Normal Repub. Vote
	0.198
	0.040
	4.980
	.000***

	Perot Percent
	0.096
	0.072
	1.341
	.181

	Pop. Density
	-0.001
	0.002
	-0.507
	.613

	Percent white
	-0.025
	0.026
	-0.942
	.347


N = 254

R-square = .211

Adj. R-square = .182

*** p < .01, two-tailed

**   p < .05, two-tailed

*     p < .10, two-tailed

Table 6.  Determinants of the Vote Share for Friedman

	Variable
	Unstandardized coefficients
	Standard error
	t-ratio
	Significance level

	Constant
	11.671
	3.678
	3.173
	.002

	Education
	-0.013
	0.060
	-0.216
	.829

	Percent black
	-0.118
	0.046
	-2.539
	.012**

	Income
	0.000
	0.000
	2.222
	.027**

	Individualistic Pol. culture
	0.568
	0.680
	0.836
	.404

	Percent married
	-0.136
	0.068
	-1.999
	.047**

	Normal Repub. Vote
	0.097
	0.031
	3.086
	.002***

	Perot Percent
	-0.052
	0.056
	-0.920
	.358

	Pop. Density
	-0.002
	0.001
	-1.442
	.151

	Percent white
	0.010
	0.021
	0.462
	.645


N = 254

R-square = .222

Adj. R-square = .194

*** p < .01, two-tailed

**   p < .05, two-tailed

Table 7: Direct and Indirect Effects of the Independent

Variables on Perry’s Vote Share

Figures Represent Standardized Regression Coefficients

	
	Direct Effects
	Indirect Effects
	Total Effects

	Variable
	
	
	

	College Degree
	0.110
	-------
	0.110

	Afr.-Ame. Pop. %
	0.067
	-------
	0.067

	Household Income
	-0.029
	0.146
	0.117

	Indiv. Pol Culture
	0.058
	0.241
	0.299

	% Married House.
	0.137
	0.087
	0.224

	Normal Rep. Vote
	0.751
	-------
	0.751

	Perot Vote %
	0.000
	-------
	0.000

	Pop. Density
	0.023
	-------
	0.023

	White Pop. %
	-0.103
	0.457
	0.354


Table 8: Direct and Indirect Effects of the Independent

Variables on Bell’s Vote Share

Figures Represent Standardized Regression Coefficients

	
	Direct Effects
	Indirect Effects
	Total Effects

	Variable
	
	
	

	College Degree
	0.055
	-------
	0.055

	Afr.-Ame. Pop. %
	0.018
	-------
	0.018

	Household Income
	-0.008
	-0.197
	-0.205

	Indiv. Pol. Culture
	-0.005
	-0.325
	-0.330

	% Married House.
	0.018
	-0.117
	-0.099

	Normal Rep. Vote
	-1.012
	-------
	-1.012

	Perot Vote %
	-0.037
	-------
	-0.037

	Pop. Density
	0.052
	-------
	0.052

	White Pop. %
	0.129
	-0.615
	-0.486


Table 9: Direct and Indirect Effects of the Independent

Variables on Strayhorn’s Vote Share

Figures Represent Standardized Regression Coefficients

	
	Direct Effects
	Indirect Effects
	Total Effects

	Variable
	
	
	

	College Degree
	-0.247
	-------
	-0.247

	Afr.-Ame. Pop. %
	0.037
	-------
	0.037

	Household Income
	-0.154
	0.097
	-0.057

	Indiv. Pol. Culture
	-0.136
	0.160
	0.024

	% Married House. 
	-0.086
	0.058
	-0.028

	Normal Rep. Vote
	0.498
	-------
	0.498

	Perot %
	0.111
	-------
	0.111

	Pop. Density
	-0.037
	-------
	-0.037

	White Pop. %
	-0.098
	0.303
	0.205


Table 10: Direct and Indirect Effects of the Independent

Variables on Friedman’s Vote Share

Figures Represent Standardized Regression Coefficients

	
	Direct Effects
	Indirect Effects
	Total Effects

	Variable
	
	
	

	College Degree
	-0.019
	-------
	-0.019

	Afr.-Ame. Pop. %
	-0.202
	-------
	-0.202

	Houshehold Income
	0.251
	0.059
	0.310

	Indiv. Pol. Culture
	0.067
	0.098
	0.165

	% Married House.
	-0.166
	0.035
	-0.131

	Normal Rep. Vote
	0.306
	-------
	0.306

	Perot %
	-0.076
	-------
	-0.076

	Pop. Density
	-0.105
	-------
	-0.105

	White Pop. %
	0.048
	0.186
	0.234


