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Abstract: Much ink has been spilled in an ongoing emotional debate as to whether votes against Barack Obama and criticisms of his policy proposals are based on partisan differences over policy or on ethnic resentments. Based on data from two separate surveys in Aiken County South Carolina, an exit survey and a county-wide telephone survey, we explore this question both in terms of voting in 2008 and in how citizens evaluated Obama in the health care reform debate of 2009. We employ the same compound measure of ethnic antipathy in both surveys. Ethnic antipathy played a significant role relative to other variables in the evaluation of candidate qualities in 2008. Ethnic antipathy played an even more significant role than partisanship in evaluating Obama’s perceived intentions concerning health care reform and played a significant role in explaining opposition to his health care plan. We estimate the direct and indirect impacts of ethnic antipathy on the white vote, predicting what the white vote might have been in the county were these feelings somehow removed and speculate on extending the estimates to South Carolina. The estimates are consistent with the size of error terms from predictions based on Fair’s model of retrospective economic voting. Extending our analysis to other states, we document a strong inverse relationship between the percentage of the population that was black and the percentage of whites voting for Obama in southern states, while in non-southern states no relationship exists. We examine the correlates to ethnic antipathy among whites, examine demographic trends that are mitigating the impact of black/white race-based politics, and conclude with a discussion of change and continuity in the role of ethnic related issues in the South.

Prepared for delivery at the South Carolina Political Science Association Annual Meeting at Coastal Carolina University, Conway, SC, March 6, 2010. 
"There is an inherent feeling among many in this country that an African-American should not be president." Jimmy Carter, commenting on the tone of white opposition to President Obama’s health care proposals (Bluestein) 
"I think it's important to realize that I was actually black before the election," President Obama on David Letterman, September 21, 2009

I. Introduction
Much debate exists as to whether ethnicity is still a major factor in explaining the political behavior of Southern whites. This question arises in a wide range of contemporary political debates, from voting choice in the 2008 election to the nature and tone of the opposition to President Obama’s health care proposals in 2009.
Even the Supreme Court has considered this question in recent decisions. In June of 2009, the U.S. Supreme Court declared in a narrow 8-1 decision that the time had not yet arrived to abolish the landmark 1965 Voting Rights Act that requires preclearance of electoral law changes in many communities in the South and for some communities elsewhere in the nation.
 However, Chief Justice John Roberts noted that “We are now a very different nation…” than the one that existed in 1965 (Liptak, 2009). Some argue that the historic election of the nation’s first mixed race president, Barack Obama, illustrates that such a law is no longer needed. They note that he carried several southern states—Virginia, North Carolina, and Florida (which some do not regard as a southern state)—and almost carried Georgia. Certainly the history and success of the Republican Party in the South rests to a great extent on the “southern strategy,” which was deliberately aimed at exploiting the resentments of southern whites toward federal interventions on behalf of blacks during the civil rights movement. Nevertheless, as many Republican leaders would argue, almost all southern whites today may be choosing the Republican Party over the Democratic Party on the basis of a range of other issues that have little to nothing to do with ethnicity.

In this paper we will examine the question of whether ethnicity still colors voting decisions and policy evaluations in the South. The particular setting for our study is a South Carolina county that has been strongly Republican since the late 1980s. Our key independent variable is a compound measure of ethnic antipathy. Two kinds of antipathy are relevant to how citizens may have evaluated Obama and his proposals: 1) feelings of resentment associated with his black ethnic background, and 2) ethno-religious distrust associated with Obama’s Islamic ancestors and his Islamic sounding name. We measure ethnic antipathy in two separate surveys: an exit poll in the 2008 election and a county-wide general population survey a year later in 2009. These surveys provide data that allow us to separate the role of ethnic antipathy from party-, ideology-, and policy-based differences in how voters evaluated candidate qualities, in perceptions of Obama’s intent and performance in the health care debate, as well as explaining support for Obama’s health care proposals, and in voting choice. To produce an estimate of how much ethnic antipathy mattered, we perform two statistical experiments to predict how the white votes would have divided were ethnic antipathy somehow removed both from the formation of partisan identification and from voting choice in the 2008 election. We produce separate estimates of both the long-term indirect effects of ethnic antipathy on the vote through partisanship and the short-term direct effects on the day of the election. The bottom line is an estimate of how many percentage points Obama lost among these southern white voters because of ethnic antipathy.
Next we extend our analysis to South Carolina and the entire South. We use the “Fair vote share” model to document the presence of non-economic factors depressing the state-level Obama vote and to test for consistency with the size and direction in our survey evidence of white votes lost. We also examine the relationship between the percentage black population and the percentage of whites who voted for Obama in southern versus non-southern states. Finally we examine factors associated with feelings of ethnic antipathy, paying particular attention to a growing population who would not consider themselves native southerners.    
II. Race, Religion and Prejudice
In his classic work, The Nature of Prejudice, Gordon Allport (1954) provides us with a brief definition of negative prejudice. He defines the concept as “thinking ill of others without sufficient warrant”(6). Someone who is prejudiced will claim there is good reason for his views, citing his “bitter experiences” (7) with some group, generalizing based on limited information. Allport notes that a broader definition of the term, which allows for positive prejudice as well, must include both an attitudinal component (“favor or disfavor”) and “an overgeneralized (and therefore erroneous) belief” (13). 
Scholars find clues to these behaviors in human nature itself and in human history. Social psychologists suggest that prejudice may in part be a “gut-level” reaction resulting from the natural tendency to categorize people into groups (“us” and “them”), complete with stereotypes, and the need to bolster one’s own self-esteem at the expense of others. Scholars from a range of disciplines suggest that conflict plays a role as well and has historically resulted from competition for scarce resources, like food. Groups with low status sometimes engage in “scapegoating” to allow them to blame their problems on another group. This may be encouraged by high status groups that are small in number so that they are able to divide low status groups. This divide-and-conquer strategy was long used by elite southern whites to defeat economic challenges from poor whites and blacks who shared economic interests (Black and Black, 2002, 246-7; R. Botsch,1980). Other scholars argue that power plays a role in the process, when one group has “excessive ability to exercise their prejudice” over others. Those with power may simply accept the status quo, thus reinforcing stereotyping and prejudice, or they may want to increase the imbalance between groups (Operario and Fiske, 1988). As Dovidio and Gaertner (1988, 6) note: “In a world of limited resources, one of the ways that people maintain their control or power is by resisting the progress of competing groups.”

Although today we often think of prejudice as associated with race, Allport argues that historically, prejudice was based mostly on religion, citing the experience of the Jews. In the American experience, an awareness of and concerns about race certainly date back to the time the first colonists set foot onshore. Race was addressed in the early writings of Jefferson, among others (Schuman, Steeh, and Bobo, 1985). But Allport asserts that the association of prejudice with race or ethnicity is more recent, dating back to around the middle of the 19th century. In Allport’s view, the enslavement of Africans, certainly the most prominent example that comes to mind within the context of the American experience, was based primarily on economics but justified on religious or biblical grounds (XV).  While survey research suggests that less religious antipathy existed in the America of the late twentieth century, because Jews and Catholics were perceived as part of the “American mainstream,” religious prejudice still exists.

A number of Republican operatives made a great point of reminding voters of Obama’s middle name “Hussein” during the 2008 campaign. The percent of voters who believed that Obama was a Muslim changed little during the months prior to the election (ranging between 10 and 13%), with even the controversy over Obama’s Christian pastor, the Reverend Wright, having little impact on their perceptions. Perceptions of Obama’s faith varied by race as well, with the percent of whites who thought he was a Muslim increasing over time while the percentage among blacks decreasing.
  Perceptions also varied by party. By September of 2008, Republicans were more than twice as likely to think Obama was a Muslim than were Democrats (17% and 9% respectively) (PEW Research Center, 2008, “McCain Gains…”).  

But do American voters hold negative feelings toward Muslims?  Survey findings are mixed. Voters know little about the faith, with more than half consistently indicating little familiarity (PEW Research Center, “Post September 11 Attitudes,” 2001; PEW Research Center, “Public Expresses…” 2007). Polls conducted in March of 2001 found lower favorability ratings for Muslim-Americans than for Protestants, Catholics, and Jews, with less than half of those surveyed (45%) holding favorable views. Conservative Republicans were the group least likely to hold favorable views of Muslims (35%). But by November of 2001, two months after the September 11 attacks and following calls by President Bush for tolerance, a majority of Americans (59%) held favorable views toward Muslims, and almost two thirds of conservative Republicans (64%) expressed favorable views, although about 30% of all those surveyed believed the attacks were primarily motivated by religion (PEW Research Center, “Post September 11 Attitudes,” 2001).  Subsequently, the U.S. became involved in lengthy wars, first in Afghanistan and then in 2003, in Iraq. A Cornell University national survey conducted in 2004 found more than a quarter of Americans (27%) thought the government should require Muslim Americans to register their location. A plurality (44%) felt that government should restrict some of the civil liberties of Muslim Americans. Republicans were far more likely than Democrats to favor restrictions, including monitoring mosques and infiltrating Muslim groups (Friedlander, 2004). A PEW Research Center survey conducted in 2007 found although a majority of Americans held favorable views toward Muslim Americans (53%), only a plurality (43%), held favorable views toward Muslims per se. The same survey found that about three-fourths (76%) held favorable views of Jews and of Catholics, and about 60% held favorable views of evangelicals (“Public Expresses…” 2007). In a widely broadcast incident that occurred at one of Republican presidential candidate John McCain’s 2008 town hall meetings, a woman expressed concern that Obama was a Muslim. McCain stepped down to reassure her that he was an honorable man and a good Christian family man. That McCain failed to say that nothing was wrong with being a Muslim is instructive.

Race is another matter of course. Few would question the sad history of the U.S. in terms of race. An extensive literature, dating at least from Gunnar Myrdal’s An American Dilemma: The Negro Problem and Modern Democracy (1944) to V.O. Key’s Southern Politics in State and Nation (1949), documents the history of racism and the racial divide in the American South and in the nation as a whole. Black and Black (1987; 2002), document the myriad ways that southern Democrats disenfranchised blacks in the post-Reconstruction South. As Browder (2009) notes, even by the mid-twentieth century, “‘Southern politics’ essentially meant ‘white Southern politics.’ African Americans were non-existent in most discussions.” 

Scholars find that for the nation as a whole, white attitudes about race have been changing at least since the 1940s. Writing in 1971, Campbell (159) comments: “It cannot be doubted that since World War II there has been a massive shift in the racial attitudes of white Americans.” Campbell saw this move toward “a more equalitarian view of the races…” as “uneven” but “unmistakable.” In an examination of surveys of racial attitudes conducted over a forty year period, Shuman, Steeh, and Bobo (1985) find that as late as the early 1940s, white Americans supported overt discrimination against blacks and racial segregation. By the early 1970s, they saw evidence of a “broad cultural shift in the norms that influence white attitudes toward the treatment of blacks in America” (193-4). Whites no longer seemed to accept the idea of discrimination in employment, housing, and other areas of life. 

But after evaluating the findings of attitude surveys conducted in the 1960s, Campbell concludes (153-4) “the racial situation in the United States defies understanding.” On the one hand, he cites the support that segregationist George Wallace received across the nation in his 1968 presidential bid, remarking that “there were many public evidences of strong polarity in the racial attitudes of individual Americans.” On the other hand, despite the well-publicized turbulence of the civil rights era, he finds it impossible to conclude that overall, blacks and whites were becoming more polarized. Rather, he found evidence of increased social contact and increased agreement on some “questions of principle and policy” along with the “dislike and distrust” generated over issues like desegregation. 

So why do we see mixed findings concerning attitudes about race and racial equality? Kinder and Sanders (1996, 6) suggest that “what Americans think about racial equality as a matter of principle must be distinguished from what they think about efforts to apply racial equality.” Unlike some other scholars, Kinder and Sanders find “racial resentment to be implicated in whites’ views, not just on affirmative action or school desegregation…” but on a whole host of issues, from “welfare to immigration, to defense spending” (272). Our “political thinking” on some issues, such as welfare, is “racially coded.” On some issues, like gay marriage or national defense, it is “ethnocentric,” where people experience “a broader reaction to social differences” resulting in feelings of fear and hostility (273-8). They further argue that racial resentment by whites depends on the kind of issue, as well as on one’s overall attitudes about “equality” and “limited government.” The response may depend on “how the issue is framed” (275). Kuklinski, Cobb, and Gilens (1996) suggest that the confusion may result from the survey questions themselves, which may not show the extent of prejudice that exists. Noting that “Validly measuring racial attitudes is one of the most difficult tasks that social scientists face…” they suggest that people may not express their true beliefs and attitudes on racial questions, the “social desirability” problem. Quite simply, few people wish to have others see them as prejudiced. 

Thus, determining whether prejudice plays a role in voting becomes even more complicated. Consider partisan identities, which differ along racial lines. In elections between 1984 and 2004, about 78% of African-Americans identified as Democrats, while only 44% of whites did so. During this same period, we saw liberal whites as well as ethnic and racial minorities becoming Democrats, while conservative whites, including white Protestants and many Catholics, were becoming Republicans (Black and Black, 2007). In 2004 only about 8% of African-Americans said they were Republicans (Black and Black, 2007, 11-12). In 2008, Obama won 95% of the black vote, not a surprise given he was the first viable black presidential candidate, but only 43% of the white vote. McCain won 55% of the white vote, while only 4% of blacks chose the Republican ticket (MSNBC National Exit Poll, 2008).  

What was the relative importance of racial attitudes in 2008? In an ongoing study of registered voters conducted before the 2008 election, respondents stated that John McCain’s age was more of a negative than Barack Obama’s race in their voting decision. 63% of those who said they would vote against McCain cited his age as a reason, while only 16% of his supporters saw it as a plus. When race was substituted for age in asking about Obama, 11% of those who planned to vote against him cited race as a reason, and 30% of those voting for him cited race as a plus.
 Other factors, like the economy, certainly played a role in voting decisions. But while the researchers concluded that ageism was more of a factor here than racism, they also found a strong relationship between racial attitudes and voting. In the Democratic primary, the researchers also found that voters with more antipathy toward African-Americans were more likely to support Clinton than Obama (University of California, 2008). Thus we see that behavior is not always consistent with what voters say when asked directly, perhaps because what they say is influenced by social desirability.   
Those attempting to forecast the 2008 election worried about the role that race would play. Lewis-Beck and Tien’s forecast rested on estimates of how many voters would take race into account in voting. They concluded that race based voting would probably make the contest “much closer’ than the Obama victory their model otherwise forecasted (Lewis-Beck and Tien, 2008, 690). Abramowitz (2008, 695) worried that “resistance to an African-American candidate by some white voters may result in a somewhat smaller popular vote margin for the Democratic nominee,” though he was still confident that Obama would win. Campbell (2008, 700) called race the “great unknown” in forecasting the election. Holbrook (2008, 711) noted that there was “no real way to model the expected impact of race” in making forecasts. In a state by state analysis, Klarner (2008, 728) observed that race could be a larger factor in states where “enough blacks (live) to make whites feel threatened,” suggesting that white prejudice varied with the culture of each state. If Klarner is correct, then we might expect ethnic antipathy to have relatively more impact in Deep South states than in Peripheral South states. 
III. The Setting

In some ways, South Carolina is the quintessential southern state, described today as “reliably Republican” in presidential elections. South Carolina was the only state in the Deep South to give Richard Nixon, rather than George Wallace, its votes in 1968. Since then the only Democratic presidential candidate who has won in the state was Jimmy Carter in 1976, who was from next door neighbor Georgia. Thus, we should not be surprised that South Carolina voters gave their support to John McCain in 2008. George W. Bush received just under 57% of South Carolina’s votes in 2000 and just under 58% in 2004 (Election Guide 2008, SC). In 2008 McCain received 54% of the state’s vote (Election ’08, RealClearPolitics,com). 

Aiken County is the 10th largest of the 46 counties in South Carolina according to 2006 census estimates (“South Carolina Population by County,” 2009). It has a population that is roughly representative of the state as a whole, but slightly less African-American (Aiken County: 26% A-A in 2000; SC: 30%), slightly less poor (Aiken County: 11% in poverty in 2000; SC: 12%), and slightly less native (Aiken County: 15% lived out of state at age 5; SC: 13%) (MicroCase). 
These differences make the county relatively more Republican than the rest of the state in recent presidential elections. In 2000 the county gave Republican Bush 67% of the votes cast for either of the two major parties, nine points more than the 58% for the state as a whole. The comparable figures in 2004 were 66% for Bush in Aiken County and 59% for the state, a seven point difference. In 2008, the county gave McCain 61% of the two party vote and the state gave McCain 54%, again providing an additional seven percentage points for the Republican candidate. However, the voting behavior of whites in the county was virtually identical to that of whites across the state. In a two party division of the vote, our county exit poll showed that 75% of the whites in the county voted for McCain compared to 74% of all S.C. whites for McCain (MSNBC SC Exit Poll, 2008). 
IV. Methodology

A. The Surveys 
Since the 1980s USC Aiken has been performing exit surveys of voters in Aiken County, S.C., for every state and national election. The sample is a cluster sample of ten precincts that represent all geographic areas of the county and in previous elections have matched the county-wide totals. The sample is stratified by gender and by the relative size of each precinct. African American voters are usually oversampled, but this is statistically corrected by reweighting the sample. Voters are selected at two time points during the day. Half are selected when the polls opened in the morning and half starting at 11 am.  Interviewers hand voters a clipboard on which is attached a questionnaire that the voter then completes her or himself and places in a “ballot box” to help ensure confidentiality. Half of the clipboards are marked for males and half for females. The next available male or female voter is selected after the previous questionnaire is completed, a modified systematic sampling method. Just before handing the clipboard to the subject, the interviewer marks the questionnaire for ethnicity based on physical appearance. The sample for the 2008 exit survey consisted of 721 voters, 511 of whom were identified as white by the interviewers.
  The response rate was 68%. Interviewers identified 201 as African American and the remaining nine were either of another ethnicity or unidentified. 
In odd years we perform a county-wide telephone survey of adults. The sample is a systematic sample of telephone numbers chosen from the most current edition of the AT&T telephone book employing the “plus one” method. Every number chosen is adjusted up by adding “1” so that unlisted numbers have an equal chance of being chosen. The specific respondent in each household is randomly chosen using the “most recent birthday” method.  In order to maximize the chance of contacting people who were rarely at home, each number is called at least four times at different hours and on different days of the week before it is replaced with a new number. The 2009 survey was conducted over a five week period from October 11 to November 15, 2009. Because of the tendency to oversample older residents in telephone surveys, the sample was statistically adjusted to reflect the adult age distribution of the county as a whole. The final sample consisted of 401 adult citizens of the county and had a response rate of 54%. 
Interviewers in both surveys are members of an upper level political science research methods course, supplemented with paid interviewers from previous classes who performed particularly well. Interviewers are trained over several classes and in the exit surveys work in pairs at precincts with assistance from previous students and the instructor, who moves from precinct to precinct to monitor and assist when needed. In the county-wide telephone surveys they work in a telephone laboratory with “hands-free” telephones with noise suppression mikes/cubicles under the supervision of a laboratory assistant who can monitor all calls and who checks for quality and consistency. 
B. Measuring Ethnic Antipathy

We used three questions to tap feelings of ethnic antipathy. The first question was one of a series of questions asking how the voter felt about the power that certain groups had. 

When it comes to politics, would you say each of the groups listed below has too much influence, just about the right amount of influence, or too little influence?
We asked about four groups in the 2008 exit survey: the elderly, whites, the wealthy, and blacks. In the 2009 telephone survey we asked about the health care industry, the elderly, Hispanics, and blacks.  In trying to tap ethnic antipathy, the group of interest was blacks. For the purposes of creating a compound measure of ethnic antipathy, “too much” was coded as 1, and other answers were coded as 0. Nearly one in five whites (17%) answered “too much” in the 2008 exit survey, nearly identical to the 16% who answered “too much” in the 2009 telephone survey.  
The second question asked about the voter’s opinion concerning the Confederate Battle Flag, which currently is displayed on the statehouse grounds in Columbia, S.C. This has been an issue of long controversy in the state. 

There continues to be some talk about flying the Confederate Battle Flag on the statehouse grounds in Columbia. Do you think it should be kept there or should it be removed?  

The answer “kept there” was coded as 1. Other answers, including mixed feelings, were coded as 0. On this divisive question, more than half of all white voters (57%) chose the answer “kept there.” In the 2009 telephone survey the proportion of whites giving this answer was slightly higher at just over three-fifths (61%). 
The third question asked the respondent about the religion of the two major party candidates. In the exit survey we asked a question about McCain and then a question about Obama. Only the Obama question was used in this study.

Do you happen to know the religion of Barack Obama? 

The choices offered were: Catholic, Protestant, Muslim, Mormon, Jewish, no religion, some other religion, or do not know. The answer Muslim was coded as 1 and all other answers were coded as 0. Just over one in five whites (22%) chose to apply the Muslim label. Some of those administering the survey reported that a few respondents asked whether we wanted to know “what he says he is or what he really is.” The response the interviewers gave was to give us the answer that most accurately describes his religion. 
In the 2009 telephone survey we asked the question a little differently:
Do you believe, as some people do, that Barack Obama is really a Muslim?

The “yes” answers were coded as 1, and “no” and “don’t know” were coded as 0. The breakdown among whites was identical to that of the exit poll with 22% of all whites saying that Obama was “really a Muslim.” 
Do these questions provide a valid measure of ethnic antipathy? In evaluating these questions, we should consider whether they all have a common core that makes sense in terms of the content of each question. That is, are the questions homogeneous in terms of measuring antipathy toward non-white, non-Christian groups? Do they have face validity in tapping feelings of ethnic antipathy?
Clearly, feeling that blacks have too much political power suggests suspicion and possible resentment toward blacks. Wanting to keep the Confederate flag flying on the statehouse grounds has long divided whites and blacks in South Carolina. While some whites certainly truly feel that it is just a matter of heritage and has nothing to do with hate, a significant proportion of whites who ardently support the flag express open resentment toward blacks and perceptions that blacks exploit race to gain unfair advantages (Botsch and Botsch, 2010). In a 2007 telephone survey of the county, we found a strong association between supporting the flying of the flag and general resentment toward immigrants, suggesting that support for the flag is associated with a kind of nativism.
 The labeling of Obama as a Muslim is the question that has the least obvious connection. The studies we cited earlier on attitudes toward Muslims in post 9-11 America and on the use of not-so-subtle efforts by Republican operatives to associate Obama with Muslims suggest that those who would consider him to be a Muslim, especially in the face of a wealth of readily available information to the contrary, harbor some resentment. 
                 Table 1. Factor Analysis of Ethnic Antipathy
	Variable
	Black 
Influence
	Confed.

Flag
	Obama

Muslim
	% Total

Variance

	2008 Exit Poll
	.478
	.590
	.416
	25%

	2009 Tel. Sur.
	.544


	.358


	.443
	21%


Because the factor loadings for each of the three component variables were in the same range, we create a simple compound variable by adding the codes for each variable (see Table 2). The distribution of ethnic antipathy among whites is roughly similar for both surveys, though the level of ethnic antipathy is somewhat higher in the general population survey. About a fourth of all white voters had scores of 2 or 3, while about a third of all white citizens had the same scores. The largest difference is that about half as many whites in the general population as compared to voters exhibited a score of 0. This would suggest that if ethnic antipathy does play a significant role in voting choice, increasing white turnout would amplify the impact of ethnic antipathy. 
        Table 2. Ethnic Antipathy Among Whites
	Ethnic

Antipathy

Score
	0
	1
	     2
	     3
	Total

	2008 Exit Survey: %

(n)
	36%
(174)
	38%   (186)
	20%

(96)
	6%     (29)
	100%
(485)

	2009 Tel. Survey: %

(n)
	19%

(54)
	50%
(138)
	24%

(66)
	7%

(19)
	100%

(277)


Another standard validity test for a compound variable is whether it has predictive validity. If we are really measuring ethnic antipathy, one would expect that as feelings of ethnic antipathy increase, the likelihood of voting for Barack Obama would decrease. The cross-tabulation between scores on ethnic antipathy and voting choice strongly indicates predictive validity in both surveys. 
      Table 3. Ethnic Antipathy and Voting Choice Among White Voters
	Ethnic

Antipathy
	0
	1
	2
	3
	Total

	2008 Exit Sur.: % Obama
	51%

	18%   
	2%


	0%     
	26%  

	2009 Tel. Sur.: % Obama
	59%


	28%


	5%


	0%


	28%




The vote split slightly toward Obama among whites with scores of 0 in both surveys. But even a low score of 1 created a drop of more than thirty percentage points in both surveys. Scores of 2 or 3 reduced the Obama vote to practically zero. Both relationships were highly significant (p = 0.000) and strongly correlated (2008: Tau C = 0.43; 2009: Tau C = 0.40).  

We might ask why Obama did not do even better among whites with a score of 0 on ethnic antipathy. The answer lies in the partisan composition of those with no indication of ethnic antipathy. Among voters in the 2008 survey, two-thirds of all whites self-identify as Republican. Looking at just those whites with 0 ethnic antipathy scores (36% of all whites), more than 40% are also Republican. And nine in ten of these Republicans voted for McCain. They outnumbered both the Democrats with 0 ethnic antipathy scores (96% of whom voted for Obama) and the independents with 0 scores (two-thirds of whom voted for Obama). So while Republicans are certainly far more likely to have higher ethnic antipathy scores (three fourths had at least a score of 1 while about half of the independents and only a third of the Democrats had scores of 1 or higher), the voting population was so heavily Republican that Obama was only able to split the zero-ethnic-antipathy group. Of course, if a Democrat in the South could evenly split the white vote, she or he would easily win the election after including the heavily Democratic minority vote.  
V. The Relative Importance of Ethnic Antipathy in Candidate Evaluations 
     We begin our exploration by assessing how ethnic antipathy may have influenced voters’ evaluations of the candidates in 2008. Any model of voting behavior needs to include many variables. First among explanatory variables is partisanship, but one should also include ideology and key issues in the campaign. In the 2008 exit survey we asked a standard question about ideology (a 7-point scale from strong liberal to strong conservative). We asked questions that tapped the two most important issue areas in the election: the economy (“Financially speaking, are you and your family better off or worse off?” a 3-point scale), and the Iraq War (“Going to war in Iraq was a mistake,” a 5-point agree/disagree scale). We also asked the standard presidential job performance question (a 5-point scale from strongly approve to strongly disapprove of President Bush’s performance) that taps a range of issues and a retrospective evaluation about the party in power.  Finally, we include the compound ethnic antipathy index as another independent variable. 
     We asked a series of questions about candidate qualities. They focused on general qualities valued by voters, such as strength and compassion, and on who they thought was better able to deal with five important contemporary issues. 
Thinking about the following characteristics and qualities, indicate whether you think each one applies more to Barack Obama or more to John McCain. 
· strong and decisive leader             
· cares about people like me            
· handle Iraq and Afghan wars         
· improve the economy                     
· promote energy independence     
· improve health 
· reduce global warming                   

     On each question an Obama answer was coded as 0, both or neither was coded as 1, and McCain was coded as 2. We combined answers to these questions to create a 15 point compound variable of candidate qualities.  These qualities nearly perfectly related to voting choice (p = 0.000 and a Tau C of 0.984). Therefore we can safely assume that any relationship we find with candidate evaluations would also hold for voting choice as well. 
     We ran a multiple regression to assess the relative importance of explanatory variables, including ethnic antipathy, on candidate evaluations (see Table 4). Higher values of the dependent variable indicate a net preference for John McCain over Barack Obama. Together the independent variables explain 78% of the total variance. All variables are significant except the personal economic evaluation of whether the respondent’s family was better or worse off than they had been four years ago, which fails to add any additional explanatory value. Party identification is clearly the most important explanatory variable, explaining just over 71% of the variance by itself. Bush’s job approval is a clear but distant second in importance, with ethnic antipathy slightly ahead of feelings about the Iraq War not far behind in third and fourth place. Ideology is also significant, but rather far behind in importance. Clearly ethnic antipathy plays a significant role in candidate evaluations, and by extension, voting choice. 
      Table 4. Explaining Candidate Evaluations 
	Variable
	Party Id
	Bush Job Approval
	Ethnic Antipathy

	Iraq War Mistake
	Ideology
	Economy Worse/better

off

	Stand.

Beta
	0.490**
	-0.200**
	0.158**

	0.150**
	0.080**
	-0.006


       Note: * p < 0.01   ** p < 0.05
VI. Ethnic Antipathy in the Health Care Debate of 2009

     The heated debate over health care reform in 2009 brought charges from the left that Republican critics were motivated by ethnic prejudice in their criticisms and from the right that defenders of Obama’s proposals were playing the “race card” rather than defending proposals on their merit. In our 2009 telephone survey we asked a range of questions about the health care proposals on the table at the time, about Obama’s intentions and efforts to act in a bipartisan way, and about whether or not the respondent supported or opposed Obama’s health care reform plan. Because we also measured ethnic antipathy, we can sort out the relative importance of ethnic antipathy compared to other independent variables, including support or opposition to specific reform proposals. We begin with how respondents evaluated Obama’s intentions and bipartisanship, then move to the relative importance of ethnic antipathy in explaining citizen support for Obama’s health care reform plan. 

A. Obama’s Intentions and Bipartisanship on Health Care Reform

     We asked a series of questions about President Obama’s perceived intentions and bipartisanship in dealing with health care reform in the 2009 telephone survey. 
· Do you think Barack Obama is planning to have the federal government completely take over health care?

· Do you think Barack Obama’s health care reforms are designed to cover illegal immigrants?

· Do you think Barack Obama’s health care reforms are designed to cover abortions?

· Do you feel that Barack Obama has been really trying to work with Republicans in Congress on health care reform?  
     Answers that Obama wanted a federal takeover, wanted to cover illegal immigrants, wanted to cover abortions, and was not really trying to work with Republicans were coded as 1. The opposing answers were coded as 0. Answers were summed so that they created a 5 point “perceived intentions index” from 0 (attributing more positive motivations/bipartisan efforts to Obama) to 4 (attributing more negative motivations/bipartisan efforts to Obama). A factor analysis indicates that all these variables load on a single factor with factor loadings in the range of 0.581 to 0.763 and together explaining 49% of the variance. 
     To assess the relative importance of ethnic antipathy to partisanship and ideology in how citizens evaluated Obama, we ran a multiple regression using the perceived intentions index as the dependent variable and party identification, ideology, and ethnic antipathy as the independent variables.  All independent variables are significant at the .01 level and together they explain 46% of the variance in citizen evaluations of Obama on health care reform (see Table 5). Ethnic antipathy was the single most important variable of the three, suggesting that ethnic resentments had more to do with negative perceptions of Obama than either party or ideology. 
Table 5. Explaining Evaluation of Obama Intentions and Bipartisanship on Health Care Reform 
	Variable
	Ethnic Antipathy 
	Party Id. 
	Ideology

	Stand.

Beta 
	0.363**
	0.240**
	0.214**


                Note: * p < 0.01   ** p < 0.05
B. Support for Obama’s Health Care Reform Proposals

     Next we turn to how ethnic antipathy affected citizen positions for or against President Obama’s plan. We asked whether the respondent favored or opposed “Obama’s plan” in the following question: 

From everything you have heard or read in the news so far, do you favor or oppose Barack Obama's plan to reform health care?
     We also asked a series of four questions about specific proposals that Obama had laid out as essential to whatever plan came out of Congress. None of these questions mentioned President Obama by name. 
· Would you favor or oppose regulations to stop insurance companies from using preexisting conditions to deny people coverage? 

· Do you favor or oppose stopping insurance companies from limiting lifetime maximum benefits [if asked, the interviewer explained that this was the total $ that could be paid over your life]?      

· As long as the federal government helps pay the cost for low-income people, would you favor or oppose requiring all Americans to buy health insurance?

· Would you favor or oppose the government offering a public plan that would compete with private health insurance—it would be something like Medicare, but for people of any age who don’t like the insurance they have.
     These questions were combined so that they created a compound variable ranging from 0 (support for none of the reforms) to 4 (support for all of the proposals). 
     Logically speaking, the more of these specific proposals that someone supports, the more likely they should be to say they favor Obama’s plan. That proved to be the case. As the number of reforms supported increased, the percentage expressing support for Obama’s plan increased in a strong and significant relationship (see Table 6).

Table 6. Support for Reforms and Support for the Obama Plan
	Number of Reforms Supported
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	  Tau C

     (p)

	% Support for Obama Plan 
	5%


	29%   
	43%


	57%     
	76%  
	0.410

(0.000)


     Of course, one might support these specific proposals and still oppose Obama’s plan on other grounds, such as cost. So we would certainly not expect everyone who likes these four reforms to say they support Obama’s plan. Party identification and ideology should tap a wider range of policy positions on health care reform beyond these specific proposed reforms. Taken together, our compound proposed reforms measure along with party identification and ideology should account for most policy and partisan based support or opposition to the Obama plan. Does ethnic antipathy play any significant role after we account for policy and partisan/ideological factors? 

     We ran a logistic regression with support or opposition to the Obama plan as a dichotomous dependent variable and party identification, ideology, support for proposed reforms, and ethnic antipathy as the independent variables. All four independent variables, including ethnic antipathy, play significant roles. Together these variables correctly predict the positions of 89% of all respondents. While party identification and ideology are the most important variables, ethnic antipathy is very significant and relatively more important than the number of specific reforms the respondent favored (see Table 7).    
          

 Table 7. Predicting Support for Obama Plan 
	Variable
	Party Ident.
	Ideology
	Ethnic Antipathy
	Number of Reforms Supported

	Stand.

Beta 
	-0.440**

	-0.234**
	-0.182**
	0.057**
    


Notes: * p < 0.01   ** p < 0.05. The standardized betas are from a multiple regression using a prediction rule of greater than .5 is counted as support for Obama’s plan. This allows us to compare the relative importance of each variable in the prediction.
     We have demonstrated that feelings of ethnic antipathy did have a significant impact on how southern citizens evaluated the candidates, how they voted, how they perceived Obama’s intentions with respect to health care reform and his efforts to be bipartisan, and on support for Obama’s plan for health care reform. We turn next to a statistical experiment to attempt to determine exactly how much difference ethnic antipathy made in the white vote and whether that would have mattered in overall election results. 
VII. A Prediction Model: Separating the Impact of Partisanship from Ethnic Antipathy
Our goal is to estimate the extent to which feelings of ethnic antipathy depressed the votes Barack Obama would likely have received from white voters if no negative feelings existed toward blacks or Muslims. As we noted earlier, the history of the development of the Republican Party in the South cannot be easily separated from the politics of white backlash to the civil rights movement. The result is that while many white Republicans certainly vote on the basis of issues that have little to do with ethnic antipathy, others are Republican primarily because of ethnic antipathy and issues tainted with those feelings. Some feelings of ethnic antipathy may also influence the votes of white independents and even white conservative Democrats. In short, feelings of ethnic antipathy enter the voting decision in several ways. These include immediate direct effects when the choice involves a candidate with non-white and some non-Christian heritage and indirect effects through partisan identifications usually made early in adulthood that are often inherited from parents. 
We will attempt to untie this Gordian knot through a multi-step process of mental/statistical experiments. Our general process will rest on two predicting models, one for party identification and one for voting choice. We predict the actual votes of whites from long-term predispositions—party identification and ethnic antipathy—and short-term issues that were important in this particular election—position on the Iraq War and changes in the voter’s family economic situation, what is called “retrospective voting.” That model will allow us to isolate the immediate effects of ethnic antipathy. It also allows us to remove the direct effects of ethnic antipathy from the equation by dropping that term. We can then estimate what the vote would have been were we somehow magically able to remove feelings of ethnic antipathy. We call this counterfactual model 1: predicted vote with the immediate effects of ethnic antipathy removed.

Our second model attempts to account for secondary, indirect effects of ethnic antipathy which work through party identification. We predict actual party identification using long-term predispositions that existed well before any particular election—political ideology, religious fundamentalism, and ethnic antipathy. That will allow us to make a prediction of what party identification would have been if ethnic antipathy were again somehow magically removed and partisan identification were based on ideological concerns and moral issues related to fundamentalism. This predicted party identification can then be used to produce a second counterfactual model for predicted vote. Counterfactual model 2 is a prediction of the vote after removing both the immediate, direct effects and the secondary, indirect effects of ethnic antipathy through party identification. In other words, how would whites have voted if they had not been influenced by ethnic antipathy when they formed their party identifications and if these same feelings were not present when they voted in 2008? 

Our main dependent variable is the voting choice of Aiken County exit poll respondents in 2008, where 1 corresponds to a McCain vote and 0 corresponds to an Obama vote (we exclude third-party supporters). We employ logistic regression to predict the log odds of a vote for McCain. These log odds can be easily transformed into predicted votes for McCain and Obama, using the intuitive rule that a probability of greater than .5 for a McCain vote should be predicted as a McCain vote, and a probability of less than .5 should be predicted as an Obama vote.

Define M to be the (unobserved) probability of voting for McCain. Our two-stage voting choice model may be summarized by the following two estimating equations:
log(M/(1-M)) = a + b1PartyID + b2EthnicAntipathy + b3IraqWar + b4Economy + eM
PartyID = c + d1Ideology + d2Religion + d3EthnicAntipathty + ePID
Ethnic antipathy is the only variable that appears in both equations. It affects voting choice both through its short-term, direct influence on the log odds ratio of voting for McCain and through its long-term, indirect influence on party identification. The direct effect is captured by the coefficient b2, while the indirect influence is captured by the product b1d3.
After estimating both equations by logistic regression and OLS, we simulate what the white vote would have been were there zero ethnic antipathy. In counterfactual model 1 we drop the direct effect of ethnic antipathy only. Each voter’s predicted log odds reflects her actual party ID, position on the Iraq War, and economic situation, but a counterfactual ethnic antipathy score of 0. Because we use estimated coefficients from the full regression in the prediction exercise, the coefficients reflect the influence of these explanatory variables independent to feelings of ethnic antipathy. The difference between the actual vote and the predicted vote in counterfactual model 1 is an estimate of the immediate impact of ethnic antipathy on the two party-vote division among whites.

In counterfactual model 2 we include both direct and indirect effects of ethnic antipathy. Because party identification is measured on a seven-point scale, we use ordinary least squares regression rather than logistic regression to estimate the equation. Then we drop ethnic antipathy as an independent variable and predict party identification using the same coefficients for the remaining independent variables. The process is analogous to what we did in moving from the actual vote equation to counterfactual model 1. This prediction removes the effects of ethnic antipathy from party identification. 
Finally, we predict each survey respondent’s vote as in counterfactual model 1, except that we use the predicted party identifications with ethnic antipathy removed rather than actual party identifications. The difference between the actual vote and the predicted vote in counterfactual model 2 is an estimate of both the immediate and the indirect impact through party identification of feelings of ethnic antipathy on the two party vote division among whites. 
We should note that this produces a conservative estimate of the proportion of voters influenced by ethnic antipathy. We calculate the extent to which ethnic antipathy decisively affected the vote count by swinging the votes of marginal supporters. These tend to be median voters. If a voter holds feelings of ethnic antipathy and also holds issue positions or ideological identities that would have predicted a McCain vote or Republican identification, we do not count that voter as motivated by ethnic antipathy, even though those feelings might influence the intensity of his allegiance. Only those who had no other obvious reason to vote for McCain or be a Republican other than ethnic antipathy are classified as voters motivated by ethnic antipathy. 
We should also note that because we only asked about a few issues, some of those we count as motivated by ethnic antipathy alone might have voted for McCain on the basis of some issue we did not ask about. However, the fact that our model to predict actual vote is so highly accurate suggests that we have included almost all the reasons needed to understand how virtually all these whites voted. Nevertheless, the fact remains that some of these kinds of issues which we did not ask about might well exist. This is one of the inherent difficulties in measuring the impact of feelings that are seen as socially unacceptable. People can and do explain their behavior in ways that are more socially acceptable. Who is rationalizing and who is sincere is nearly impossible to tell.   
Reviewing our findings, we start by attempting to predict what party identification would be with the effects of ethnic antipathy removed (see Table 8). The ordinary least squares regression equation used to predict actual party identification explained 51% of the variance. The equation for this regression was: PID = 1.507 + 0.643(Ideol) + 0.187(Rel Fund) + 0.259(Eth Ant) + error
All coefficients were significant at 0.05 level or better. While we did not explain about half the variance, the fit with actual party identifications is a better way to assess the quality of this prediction. Of the 386 white voters in this sample, 37% had their identifications predicted perfectly, 80% within a single identification in either direction, and 94% within two identification groups in either direction. The largest distortion was that the slope of the straight line left out all the strong Democrats and greatly reduced the percentage of strong Republicans. The error can be conceptualized as a combination of measurement error and other factors that we did not measure. We saved the error as residuals so that these other unmeasured factors can be included in the predicted party identification with ethnic antipathy removed. 
Table 8. Party ID of Whites: Predicting Actual Party ID and Party ID with the Effects of Ethnic Antipathy Removed 
	Party ID

(Act %)

(n = 386)
	Strong

Dem
(6.2%)
	Mod

Dem

(9.3%)
	Lean

Dem

(2.8%)
	Indep

(19.2%)
	Lean

Rep

(9.3%)
	Mod

Rep

(28.5%)
	Strong

Rep

(24.6%)

	Predicting

Act Pty ID
(R2 = .51)
	0%


	3.1%


	15.5%


	17.6%


	16.3%


	37.6%
	9.8%

	Predicting w/Eth Ant

Removed
	6.8%
	8.8%
	6.7%
	17.1%
	16.1%
	28.5%
	16.1%


     The second row in the table shows predicted party identifications based on the above equation with the term for ethnic antipathy removed, but also including the residuals left over from the original prediction equation. As expected, this shifts identifications away from Republicans, marginally increasing the Democrats. The greatest impact is weakening Republican identifications. 
     Having made an estimate of party identification with the effects of ethnic antipathy removed, we now turn to our two counterfactual models (see Table 9). The first row shows the logistic regression for predicting the actual white vote. The constant and all beta coefficients are significant at the 0.01 level or better. The fit with actual votes is extremely good, with only 17 of the 386 white votes erroneously predicted for a successful prediction percentage of nearly 96%. The actual percentage of whites in this subsample voting for Obama was 26.7%, which makes our prediction based on these four independent variables within a half percentage point of being correct. 

Table 9. Predicting Actual White Vote and Counterfactual Models that Remove Direct and Indirect Effects of Ethnic Antipathy  
	Model

n = 386
	Constant

(Error)


	Party ID

beta

(Error)


	Econ

Family

beta
(Error)


	Iraq  War

beta
(Error)


	Ethn Antpy
beta
(Error)


	McCain Pred

(Errors)


	Obama

Pred

(Errors)


	% Pred Obama
(Tot % Pred

Correct)

	Predicting Act Vote 
	-7.369**
(1.011)
	1.198**
(0.176)
	0.636**
(0.289)
	2.264**
(0.411)
	1.809**
(0.397)
	284
(9)
	102
(8)
	26.4%

(95.6%)

	Counter-Factual Model 1

	-7.369
-
	(Actual Pty Id)
1.198
-
	0.636
-
	2.264
-
	-
-
	259
-
	127
-
	32.9%

-

	Counter-Factual Model 2


	-7.369
-
	(Pred Pty Id)
1.198
-
	0.636

-
	2.264

-
	-
-
	255
-
	131

-
	33.9%

-


     Counterfactual model 1 removes the direct effects of ethnic antipathy. The number of predicted Obama voters goes up by 25 and the number of predicted McCain voters goes down by 25. The predicted Obama vote rises to 32.9%, an increase of 6.5 percentage points over the Obama vote in the first row. 
     Counterfactual model 2 removes both the direct effect of ethnic antipathy and the indirect effect that works through party identification by using the predicted party identifications with the influence of ethnic antipathy removed. These are the predictions in the previous table. This further increases the Obama vote and depresses the McCain vote, but the net shift of four votes only amounts to an additional percentage point in Obama’s favor compared to counterfactual model 1. The net change from actual vote due to the direct and indirect effects of ethnic antipathy is 7.5 percentage points (33.9% – 26.4%).  
     Did increased black turnout and a higher percentage of blacks voting for Obama offset Obama’s losses among white voters? In 2008 black voters comprised 23% of all voters in Aiken County, about two percentage points higher than in 2004. The percentage of blacks voting for Obama (98%) was ten percentage points higher than the percentage of blacks voting for Kerry in 2004 (88%). So in 2004 the Democratic presidential candidate received .88 x .21 = .184 or 18.4% of the total vote. In 2008 Obama received .98 x .23 = .225 or 22.5% of the vote. Therefore, increased black turnout and loyalty in 2008 added 4.1 percentage points to the Democratic total. A loss of 7.5 percentage points among whites due to ethnic antipathy, who comprised 75% of the total voting population in 2008, would account for .075 x .75 = 5.7% of the total vote. So the white loss is 1.6 percentage points more than gains from black voters (5.7% – 4.1%), a marginal net loss in the total vote. With McCain winning 61% of the total county vote, this net loss would have made little difference. However, this calculation assumes that 100% of the increase in blacks voting for the Democrats was due to identity politics, an upper bound on any race-based advantage for Obama. The real net loss was almost certainly larger.
     Suppose we could imagine a best case scenario for Obama in which he kept the identity based votes he received from blacks and did not lose the votes of the 7.5 % of whites who seemed to oppose him solely because of ethnic antipathy. What difference would this have made in the 2008 election in Aiken County? An additional 7.5 percentage points for Obama among whites in Aiken County changes the election from a Republican landslide to narrow loss. Black voters gave Obama 22.5% of the total vote. Obama already won 26.7% of the white vote, who comprised 75% of all voters in the county. Adding another 7.5 percentage points would have boosted the total to 34.2%, or .342 x .75 = 25.7%. Adding this to the black vote brings the total (22.5% + 25.7%) to 48.2%. The couple of percentage points in voters having “other” ethnic identities in the county, who could be expected to break for Obama, could have turned the election into a competitive toss-up.  
     We can reasonably extend these estimates to the entire state of South Carolina. Aiken County whites split between Obama and McCain almost precisely the same as whites across the state. However, the black population is slightly lower and the percentage of in-migrants is a little higher in the county than in the state, so our state-wide estimates should be on the conservative side. Based on MSNBC exit polling figures for South Carolina, adding a full 7.5 percentage points due to ethnic antipathy and assuming that Obama received the same share of Hispanic votes and “other” votes as he did nationally would bring Obama’s total to 50.4%, making the state a tossup leaning in Obama’s direction. 

     Extending the estimated projections to other southern states is even more problematic given the variations in political culture, proportions of black population, and proportions of in-migrants who are not culturally southern. We did make some projections with estimates of ethnic antipathy among whites made proportional to percentage black population. Those projections give one additional state to Obama, Georgia, in addition to the states he already won (Florida, North Carolina, and Virginia).
VIII. Other Supporting Evidence 

In this section we present supporting evidence for the hypothesis that ethnic antipathy among white voters depressed Barack Obama’s vote total in the 2008 election. First, we examine results from a widely-used model predicting the vote share based on current economic conditions, comparing errors in the predicted Obama vote total for Aiken County, for South Carolina, and for the entire nation. Second, we explore the relationship between the relative size of the black voting population and the percentage of white votes cast for Obama using state level data. 
A. The Fair Model of Economic Voting
A long literature suggests that voter choice is influenced by the economy. A formal model of retrospective economic voting is developed in Fair (1978, 1996). Fair’s model predicts the national presidential vote based on recent economic events. Expectations are formed retrospectively: the party recently holding the presidency gets credit or blame for the economy’s performance. Ethnic antipathy among white voters towards a black candidate with Muslim heritage is a non-economic factor, so if our hypothesis is correct, the expected vote for Barack Obama based on purely economic factors should over-predict his actual vote total in the South, ERROR = ACTUAL – PREDICTED < 0. On the other hand, the unusual level of excitement among the Democratic base and young voters during the 2008 campaign would tend to suggest that Obama’s vote share might exceed expectations based solely on the economy.  So in order to detect an unusual shortfall in the Democratic vote share, the effect of ethnic antipathy and other factors depressing Obama’s vote total must outweigh the effect of mobilization and other factors augmenting Obama’s vote total.

This methodology uses the time-series of actual election data to compare the 2008 election to previous presidential contests. At best it can suggest that voter behavior in 2008 was unusual by historical standards. However, we cannot say for sure that the unusual factor was ethnic antipathy, only that non-economic factors were at work. As such, the results from this model should be taken as supporting, but not conclusive, evidence which is consistent with our hypothesis.

We briefly describe Fair’s model of voter behavior (see Fair (1978) for more details). Fair’s model supposes that individual voters in the population have latent preferences for Republicans or Democrats. Each voter calculates the economic benefit of voting against his or her preferred party. If the benefit exceeds the preference threshold, the voter will switch. Aggregating over all voters, the total Democratic two-party vote share is the fraction of the voting population for whom latent Republican preferences are less than the economic benefit of voting for the Democratic candidate.  This leads to Fair’s vote-share equation: 
VtD = α0 + α1*G*I + α2*P*I + α3*Z*I


      + γ1*PRES*I + γ2*DUR*I + γ3*I + γ4*WAR*I + et

The dependent variable is the two-party Democratic vote share in presidential election t, expressed in percentage terms. G is the real per capita growth rate of GDP during the first three quarters of the election year. P is the absolute value of the GDP implicit price deflator inflation rate over the first fifteen quarters of the incumbent administration. Z is the number of quarters over the first fifteen quarters of the incumbent administration where real per capita GDP growth exceeded 3.2%, which measures the sentiment that times were good. There are two incumbency variables: PRES, which equals 1 if the president is personally running for re-election (and 0 otherwise); and DUR, which equals 1 if the incumbent party has been power for two terms and 1+0.25*n for every additional term (and 0 otherwise).
 I is a selection variable equal to 1 if the incumbent president is a Democrat and -1 if the incumbent is a Republican. Incumbent economic performance works to the credit or detriment of the incumbent party—the multiplier would drop out if we reformulated the model in terms of incumbent party vote share instead of Democratic Party vote share. WAR equals 1 during the elections of 1920, 1944, and 1948 and captures the impact of the World Wars on incumbent vote totals (additionally, P is recoded to 0 for those three elections, hypothesizing that voters did not care about high inflation or deflation due to war-time mobilization and price controls).
The error term et captures shifts in the fraction of the population who prefer Democrats over Republicans for non-economic reasons.
 et is a random variable following an unspecified stochastic process. In the baseline national model we fail to reject the null hypothesis that the error term is pure white noise. In two of the four state and local elections models we correct for first-order autocorrelation in non-economic Democrat/Republican preferences.

We make two modifications to the state and county vote-share models. First, we consider two additional economic variables which capture local economic conditions: SCPINC*I and GAPINC*I, real per capita personal income growth over the final two years of the incumbent administration in South Carolina and in Georgia. We include only the South Carolina variable in the South Carolina vote-share model, but we use both variables in the county model because Aiken lies on the border of the two states. Second, we exclude the “good times” variable Z from both models, since the estimated coefficients are insignificant and of the wrong sign.

National vote share data and quarterly national economic data for 1916-2004 are available in Fair (2006), who uses BEA data for 1947-2004 and Balke and Gordon’s historical estimates prior to 1947. We updated the data for 1947-2008 using the BEA comprehensive revisions of July 31, 2009. National vote data for 2008 are from the National Archives website. State and county voting data are from America at the Polls (1965) for 1920-1964, America at the Polls (2005) for 1968-2004, and the South Carolina Election Commissions website for 2008.  Annual nominal state personal income per capita data for 1932-2008 are from the BEA state personal income series (March 24, 2009 release) and are deflated to create real values using the annual GDP implicit price deflator series (July 31, 2009 release). All growth rates are expressed in annualized percentages. Our time sample is 1920-2008 for models with national data only, yielding 23 observations, and 1932-2008 for models with national and state data, yielding 20 observations.

Model predictions and errors for the national, state, and county Democratic vote-share during the 1996, 2000, 2004, and 2008 elections are shown in Table 10. In model (1) we show predictions and errors in the baseline national vote-share model. In models (2) and (4) we show predictions and errors from using national economic conditions alone to predict state and county vote shares, respectively. The Durbin-Watson test statistics suggest the presence of positive serial correlation in the error terms, which we correct for using iterative Prais-Winsten generalized least squares (GLS).
 In models (3) and (5) we predict the state and county vote shares using national and local economic data. In both cases we fail to reject the null of no serial correlation, so both models are predicted by ordinary least squares (OLS). Model coefficients and Durbin-Watson test statistics for all models are reported in the appendix.

	Table 10. Errors in Predicted Democratic Two-Party Vote Share

	National

	
	
	OLS (Model 1)
	
	

	Year
	actual
	forecast
	error
	
	

	1996
	54.7
	52.7
	2.0
	
	

	2000
	50.3
	49.1
	1.1
	
	

	2004
	48.8
	45.8
	3.0
	
	

	2008
	53.8
	55.0
	-1.2
	
	

	South Carolina

	
	
	GLS (Model 2)
	OLS (Model 3)

	Year
	actual
	forecast
	error
	forecast
	error

	1996
	46.9
	52.9
	-6.0
	51.9
	-5.0

	2000
	41.8
	43.2
	-1.3
	43.7
	-1.8

	2004
	41.4
	45.2
	-3.8
	46.9
	-5.5

	2008
	45.5
	52.2
	-6.7
	62.0
	-16.6

	Aiken County, SC

	
	
	GLS (Model 4)
	OLS (Model 5)

	Year
	actual
	forecast
	error
	forecast
	error

	1996
	35.0
	47.0
	-12.0
	41.6
	-6.6

	2000
	33.1
	33.0
	0.1
	29.4
	3.6

	2004
	33.6
	32.2
	1.5
	24.5
	9.1

	2008
	37.9
	43.1
	-5.2
	50.5
	-12.7

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Notes.
	
	
	
	
	

	1. Predictions based on rational voter model of Fair (1978, 1996). Regression methods and models are as follows:

	(1) OLS regression on national growth, inflation, and quarters of good news, 1920-2008.

	(2) Prais-Winsten GLS (serial-correlation corrected) on national growth and inflation, 1920-2008.

	(3) OLS regression on national growth and inflation + SC growth, 1932-2008.
	

	(4) Prais-Winsten GLS (serial-correlation corrected) on national growth and inflation, 1920-2008.

	(5) OLS regression on national growth and inflation + SC growth + GA growth, 1932-2008.

	Quarters of good news excluded in models (2)-(5) because sign is wrong and coefficient is insignificant.

	2. Error = actual - forecast vote share.
	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	


In the South Carolina vote-share models, the actual Democratic vote share fell short of its predicted value in each of the last four elections, producing negative errors. However, by both estimation methods the error was unusually negative during the 2008 election. In the Aiken County vote-share models, the actual Democratic vote share fell short of its predicted value twice, in 1996 and 2008, and exceeded the predicted value twice, in 2000 and 2004. However, the 2008 error was only unusually large in model (5); in model (4) the 1996 error exceeded the 2008 error. We should note that in none of the models do the standardized errors meet 5% confidence thresholds for significant difference from zero.

Taken together, these results suggest that non-economic factors did tend to suppress the total Democratic vote-share in 2008. Real GDP per capita growth fell from 2% in 2004 to -1.5% in 2008. Inflation increased from 2.2% to 3.0%.  Personal income growth in South Carolina fell from 0.8% in 2004 to 0.5% in 2008. All these factors indicate a bad economy and should have led to an increase in the Democratic vote share in 2008. But the actual increase fell short of its predicted increase given economic conditions in all four models. Even the national model over-predicted Obama’s vote share by a little more than a percentage point, whereas the national Democratic vote share was underpredicted for the three previous presidential elections. Taken together, this is supportive of the hypothesis that non-economic factors were at play in 2008. 

Observe also that the size of the errors in the Aiken County models (4 and 5) are consistent with our counterfactual models estimated from 2008 exit surveys. The total vote share was depressed by between 5 and 12 percentage points according to the time-series models, versus 5.7 percentage points according to the survey data (7.5% loss among whites x 71% of total vote being white). Comparatively, the size of the errors at the state level in models 2 and 3 seems slightly larger. If white ethnic antipathy is proportional to the percentage of blacks in the population (our next topic), slightly higher errors at the state level would be expected because the percentage of blacks in the state as a whole is slightly higher than blacks in the county at the center of this study. 
B. Black Voting Population and White Vote for Obama Across States
     Eminent students of southern politics have long observed that white political behavior is more or less racially sensitive proportionally to the percentage of black population in the state. V.O. Key made this observation in his seminal work in 1949 (669). It was the Deep South states with higher percentages in black population that abandoned Lyndon Johnson in 1964 when opposition to the 1964 Civil Rights Act became the centerpiece of the Goldwater campaign. Much more recently, Black and Black (2002) reinforced this observation in describing Ronald Reagan’s successful appeal to racially conservative Southern whites creating a “Great White Switch” (205). Reagan began his 1980 presidential campaign in the Deep South city of Philadelphia, Mississippi, the city where civil rights workers had been murdered, appealing to whites in calling for reestablishment of “states’ rights” (216). As we noted at the outset of this paper, Klarner (2008, 728) speculated that the relative size of the black population in a state might be proportional to the threat that whites feel and a corresponding loss in white votes.  

     Based on these observations, we hypothesize that the percentage of whites voting for Obama in a state should be proportional to the percentage of blacks in the state and that the relationship should be far stronger in southern states than in non-southern states. We test this hypothesis by regressing the percentage of whites voting for Obama on the percentage population who were black in the 2000 Census, first in the eleven Deep and Peripheral South states, then in the other 39 non-southern states (MSNBC Exit Polls, 2008).
 
      Graph 1. Black Population and White Obama Vote in Southern States
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The relationship is significant (p = 0.009) and percentage of voters who are black (R-squared) explains 52% of the variance in white vote for Obama (see Graph 1). The equation for the regression line is %WhVoteObama = 48.9 – 0.98 (%BlackPop), suggesting that every additional percentage point increase in the percentage of the population comprised by blacks, the white vote for Obama decreases by almost a percentage point. 
     Looking at the 39 non-southern states, many of which also have large black populations, no meaningful relationship exists (see Graph 2).
  
       Graph 2. Black Population and White Obama Vote in Non-southern States
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     These data strongly suggest that the voting behavior of whites in the South is quite sensitive to the size of the black populations, while in the non-south the relative size of the black population has no impact on the white vote. This likely reflects the continuing legacy of the Republican “southern strategy,” the success of which depended on white resentments aimed at blacks. The more blacks who are present, the more the white resentment, and the more whites who are attracted to the Republican side. 
     We should note that this relationship does not tell us if the white vote for Obama would have been higher in these states if he had been a white Democrat. To try and at least partially answer this question, we examined the relationship between white percentage who voted for Kerry in 2004 and black percentage population. If whites were more sensitive to the ethnicity of the Democrat in 2008 than in 2004, we would expect a steeper slope in the 2008 regression line. The equation for the 2004 regression line was %WhiteVoteKerry = 44.8 – 0.77 (%BlackPop). Comparing this slope of -0.77 to the slope of -0.98 for the 2008 line, we see a drop of 0.21.
 
IX. Factors Associated with Ethnic Antipathy
Ethnic antipathy seems to have played a significant role in white voting behavior in the 2008 election and in voters’ positions in the 2009 health care debate. In this section we use Aiken County exit poll data to explore factors associated with ethnic antipathy (Table 11). 
Table 11. Ethnic Antipathy Among White Voters

	Factor
	Percent with Ethnic Antipathy Score of
	
	Factor

	Percent with Ethnic Antipathy Score of

	
	0
	1
	2-3
	
	
	0
	1
	2-3

	Regional ID*
	
	Ideology*:

	Native Southern
	29%
	40%


	31%


	
	Liberal
	63%
	26%
	11%

	Converted Southern
	47%
	37%


	15%


	
	Moderate
	40%
	42%
	18%

	Non-Southern
	69%
	22%
	10%
	
	Conservative
	27%
	41%
	32%

	Religion:*
	
	

	Fund.
	17%
	44%
	39%
	
	Mean Years Education*
	15.9
	14.6
	14.4

	Non-Fund.
	46%
	35%
	20%
	
	Mean Family Income*
	7.5
	6.9
	6.8

	Population Density**
	
	Mean Age


	49.1
	47.4
	49.1

	Rural
	20%
	43%
	37%
	
	Mean Media Attention

(0-21)*
	14.1
	12.8
	11.5

	Urban
	46%
	36%
	19%
	
	

	Party Identification*
	
	Leadership Quality Valued Most**

	Democrat
	64%
	30%
	6%
	
	Helpful
	41%

	39%

	20%


	Independent
	46%
	32%
	22%
	
	Strong
	32%

	37%

	31%


	Republican
	25%
	43%
	32%
	
	Note: * p < 0.01   ** p < 0.05



For many years we have been asking survey respondents about regional self-identification. They are asked to choose among “native southern,” “converted southern,” and “non-southern.” Almost all are able to readily choose one of these three labels. We know from previous surveys that “native southerners” are most likely to have been born in the South and have lived here all of their lives. “Converted southerners” are unlikely to have been born in the South but have spent most of their lives in the South and feel that they have become “southern.” Finally, “non-southerners” are most likely to have migrated to the South from other parts of the country, or if they were born or spent most of their lives in the South, still feel alien to the region. Converted southerners usually fit somewhere in between the other two groups in many different political identities and opinions. Thus we have found these three groups useful in exploring the changing composition of southern culture. As regards ethnic antipathy, non-southern whites are the most likely to score a 0 on the scale and the least likely to score 2 or 3. Native southerners are the most likely to score a 2 or a 3 and the least likely to score a 0. Converted southerners are in between. It seems that in-migration and increasing the percentage of non-southerners dampens feelings of ethnic antipathy. 

If in-migration is related to lower ethnic antipathy scores in Aiken County, then we might expect southern states with greater in-migration to have lower antipathy scores and a higher percentage of whites voting for Obama. We test this by regressing the percentage of whites voting for Obama in eleven southern states (MSNBC Polls, 2008) on the percentage of those over five years of age who had lived in a different state in 1985 (Microcase, U.S. Census, 1990). Though this is an imperfect measure of in-migration from outside the South and the figures are nearly twenty years old, they do give an indication of relative population movements to states that have continued and accelerated since then. The relationship is both significant (p = 0.003) and strong (R-Squared = 0.643). Notably, three of the five states of the Deep South (Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana) had the lowest in-migration percentages, and two of the three states of the Peripheral South that Obama actually won (Virginia and Florida) had the highest in-migration percentages (see Graph 3). Every additional percentage point of in-migration added a little over two percentage points to the white Obama vote. 
       Graph 3. In-Migration and the White Obama Vote in Southern States
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We also ask respondents in our county exit survey whether or not they consider themselves to be religious fundamentalists. About one in four white voters in the county consider themselves to be religious fundamentalists. And they are far more likely to have higher scores in ethnic antipathy than non-fundamentalists. Southern self-identification is also strongly associated with religious fundamentalism. Anyone who attended white fundamentalist churches in the 1950s and 60s (including one of the authors of this paper) can remember the biblical justifications church leaders managed to find for segregation. 

The combination of religious fundamentalism and self-identification as a native southerner is strongly associated with views on racial issues long since rejected by other whites. In our 1998 exit survey we asked voters whether they supported or opposed removal of a state constitutional prohibition—long null and void in a legal sense—on interracial marriage. Although large majorities of all three regional identification groups supported the removal, white self-identified native southerners were far less likely to favor removal than converted southerners, and non-southerners were the most supportive of removing the ban. A majority of white self-identified native southern fundamentalists (56%) actually favored keeping the ban in place (Botsch and Botsch, 2006).

Observers have long noted that whites in rural areas seem far more sensitive to racial motivations that whites in relatively more urban areas, in large part because they tend to live in areas with high concentrations of blacks (Key, 1949, 669; Black and Black, 2002, 17-19). To test this relationship at the local level, we divide the precincts in which we performed the exit survey into rural and urban. The rural precincts included some small mill towns as well as primarily agricultural areas. We find that whites in rural precincts were significantly more likely to have high levels of ethnic antipathy than whites voting in the precincts of the two urban areas of the county. This difference is reflected in the votes cast by whites. Obama won nearly twice the percentage of votes from whites in urban precincts (31%) as in rural precincts (16%; p < .01). This relationship may exist across the eleven southern states, where the correlation between percent urban in the year 2000 and percent of whites voting for Obama is 0.364. However, this relationship is not statistically significant (p = .15).
As discussed earlier, we find a strong relationship between party self-identification and ethnic antipathy scores. White Democrats are more than twice as likely to have a score of 0, and white Republicans are five times as likely as white Democrats to have high scores of 2 or 3. Independents are in between Republicans and Democrats in the percentages on all possible scores. Clearly the Republican Party has attracted significant number of whites who harbor some feelings of ethnic antipathy, consistent with an on-going legacy from the “southern strategy.”
Because the members of the two major political parties are fairly consistently sorted out along ideological lines, we see a similar relationship between ideology and ethnic antipathy. White self-identified liberals are more than twice as likely to score 0 as conservatives. White conservatives are three times more likely to have the highest scores of 2-3 as liberals. Moderates, as independents, are mostly in between the liberals and conservatives.

Turning to demographic variables, both education and income are significantly related to ethnic antipathy scores. Whites with higher levels of education tended to have lower scores. Political socialization research suggests that college education increases tolerance of different ethnic groups because the education process places students in more ethnically-diverse environments. Family income is significantly related to ethnic antipathy scores. Those with higher income are significantly more likely to score 0 on ethnic antipathy than those with lower family income. Income makes very little difference in differentiating among any scores over 0. 

We are a bit surprised that age has no relationship with ethnic antipathy scores, especially in light of the well-publicized observation that Obama did so well among college students. They may have been offset by less-educated young people who had higher ethnic antipathy scores. However, at the other end of the age range we find an interesting pattern. When we break out scores of 3 from scores of 2 or below, those with the highest scores are significantly older than those with scores of 2 or below. This would suggest that the relatively few with highest scores of 3 tend to be from an older generation. 

We measured media attention in three questions, asking the respondents how many days in the previous week they had read news in a daily newspaper, read news on the internet, or watched a news story on television. We summed the answers to create a 0 to 21 scale. Those with more exposure tend to have lower ethnic antipathy scores. Media attention is strongly associated with education, so this is no surprise. 

We asked respondents a question about which quality they valued more in leaders, “understanding people and helping them” or “strength, discipline, and self-reliance.” This distinction is based on the work of George Lakoff, who hypothesizes that the idealized role of leadership is the basis for ideological identification (2001). Those whites valuing helpfulness, what might be called nurturing leadership, are significantly more likely to have scores of 0, and those valuing strength are more likely to have scores of 2-3. Ethnic antipathy is associated with the seeking of strong rather than helpful leadership. 

In sum, we find that less educated, lower income, rural, native-southern whites who consider themselves to be conservative Republicans and religious fundamentalists and who value strong leadership are the most likely to harbor feelings of ethnic antipathy. Change is most likely to come from those in the region who do not fit this profile. 
X. Discussion

We have found that feelings of ethnic antipathy help explain how white southern voters evaluated Barack Obama’s qualities as a candidate and how they voted. Critics might dismiss our projections about the impact of eliminating ethnic antipathy as “what if” history. Based on President Obama’s comment on the David Letterman show that he was “black before the election,” he might agree. Nevertheless, the fact that he was black with some Islamic background did make a significant difference. In places like Aiken County, a significant number of white voters penalized him on the basis of ethnicity. The penalty was at least marginally larger than any compensating help Obama received from minority voters. 

Certainly those who could not overcome feelings of ethnic antipathy in voting choice would continue to oppose Obama after the election in policy debates such as the proposed health care reform in 2009. We found that feelings of ethnic antipathy were significantly related to citizen evaluations of Obama’s intentions and efforts to be bipartisan. They were significant in explaining citizen support for Obama’s health care plan. Moreover, the tone of the opposition would sometimes be colored by feelings of ethnic antipathy—as President Jimmy Carter observed. Of course, painting all policy-based opposition as ethnically-based would be incorrect. However, a significant, small minority of the opposition almost certainly rests on ethnic antipathy. 

We have examined the direct influence of ethnic antipathy and its indirect influence via party identification. Another indirect tie exists that this study did not address. The long and tortured history of national government intervention in the South, including the Civil War, Reconstruction, and civil rights, has led some whites to oppose any increase in the power of the national government. We would surmise that a significant number of whites adopted a conservative ideology on this basis or inherited it from parents who formed their identifications on this basis. Though the exact importance of these paths would be very difficult if not impossible to estimate, historical evidence suggests that they exist. Put another way, those who insist that they oppose Obama not because of race but because of their conservative ideology opposing a strong national government are not necessarily off the hook. 

Significant changes would have to take place before an African-American candidate would have a reasonable chance to win in places like Aiken County or many southern states. Ethnic concerns among white voters remain a significant barrier to having two competitive parties in many parts of the South. But the barrier is eroding. More people, including whites, are moving in from outside the South. They are less conservative on social issues. They are more likely to vote for Democrats (Bullock and Rozsell, 2010, 21), including Obama. We found some evidence that the percentage of white votes for Obama rose as the percentage of in-migrants increased. The oldest generation with the highest levels of ethnic antipathy is leaving the political scene. The population is becoming more educated and more ethnically diverse, especially with a rapidly growing Hispanic population, who certainly see ethnicity differently than many southern whites. 

While the South is slowly moving in these directions, many southern states, especially those in the Deep South where we found white voters were especially sensitive to the ethnic identity of the Democratic candidate, still have a long way to go before Democrats can say “Yes we can” in presidential elections. Ethnic resentments remain close to the center of politics in much of the South a decade into the twenty-first century. 
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� The Court did allow the plaintiff, a utility district, to opt out from the law. Most experts believe the Court opened the door for some other entities to also opt out, and expect further challenges to the law. See Liptak, 2009.


� Writing in the early 1990s, Bolce and DeMaio (1999) for example, found that about twenty percent of non-fundamentalists held negative attitudes toward fundamentalists and evangelicals, although these attitudes had become entwined with ideological views by the early 1990s. Today, evangelicals are more prominent in public life and the public views them far more favorably.





� A PEW Center survey conducted in March of 2008 found that 11% of whites and 10% of blacks thought Obama was a Muslim. By September, more than three times as many whites as blacks thought Obama was a Muslim, 14% compared to 4%. See PEW Research Center, 2008, “McCain Gains…”


� Sniderman and Stiglitz (2008) argue that positive esteem for blacks among whites boosted white votes for Obama among partisans whose ideology was inconsistent with their party id (i.e. conservative Democrats and liberal Republicans), based on evidence from a nationally representative panel study done over the internet including 1,866 white respondents. They concede that prejudice “negatively influences the probability of supporting Obama.” They did not attempt to “measure the comparative magnitude of the two forces” (esteem and prejudice). We found no evidence of positive esteem playing a significant role in white voter choice in our sample of southern white voters. Comparing white voters in our 2004 county exit poll with the 2008 exit poll, white voters were no more likely to support Obama than they were to vote for Kerry, despite a political environment that was much more favorable for a Democratic candidate. If esteem was a factor, it was more than offset by other factors.   


� Part of this study focuses on the white subsample who voted for either McCain or Obama and who identified as Democrats, independents, or Republicans. This reduced the size of the white subsample somewhat. The subsample was further reduced because some white voters did not answer questions on party identification and voting choice. We decided to use the same subsample for all estimates rather than to have slightly different samples for different predictions because we did not want subtle changes in sample composition to influence findings from one prediction to the next. The tradeoff was a slightly smaller subsample of whites. So for all analyses the subsample of whites was 386. Nevertheless, when we ran each prediction with as large a subsample as we could, it usually made less than a one percentage point difference from what we found using the same subsample of 386.


� The 2007 survey employed an eleven item compound measure of anti-immigrant attitudes originally used in a study out of the University of Georgia (“Georgians’ Attitudes,” 2006). An analysis of variance between this measure and whether or not the Confederate Flag should be removed from the statehouse grounds showed a highly significant relationship (p = 0.000). Those who wanted to keep the flag flying held the most anti-immigrant feelings, those with mixed feelings on the flag held less anti-immigrant feelings, and those who wanted the flag removed exhibited the least anti-immigrant feelings (Skeen, 2008). 


� So while there is a benefit to personally being the incumbent president running for re-election, voters tend to frown upon parties that have been in power for a long time.


� The error term derives from the distribution of latent voter preferences and the form of individual voter expected utility functions; see Fair (1978).


� The best predictor of the vote share conditional on time-t information in a serial-correlation model is E�t[Vt] = x�t´β + ρet-1.  Accordingly, the errors we report are our estimates of the innovations in the error term new to time-t, ut = et – ρet-1.


� While many definitions of the Deep and Peripheral or Border South exist, we use the criteria of black percentage population employed by Black and Black (2002, 17) to identify Deep South (SC, Ga, Al, Ms, and La) and Peripheral South states (Va, NC, Tn, Ak, Tx, and Fl). Bullock and Rozell (2010) add Oklahoma to the Peripheral South, even though it only had a population that was 7.6% black in 2000. All other states in the South had more than 10% black, the lowest being Texas with 11.5%. Arguably, if Oklahoma is included as in the South, so should Missouri with a 11.2% black population. 


� Nine states had at least a 10% black population according the 2000 census figures: Pennsylvania, Missouri, Missouri, Ohio, New Jersey, Michigan, Illinois, New York, Deleware, and Maryland topping the list out at 28%.  


� Is this a significant decrease in slope? Based on an n of 11, this difference, while in the expected direction, is not significant.





