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Abstract: Regional patterns of politicocultural variation within Alabama
and, Arkansas are explored by Q-factoring a wide array ofsocial, economic,
and political data at the county levelfor each state. The results confirm that
In each state there are two regions conforming to the proverbial distinction
between the mountain South and the plantation South. Moreover, in each
state @ number of counties have emerged as a distinctly urban type. These
threg types are compared with the American subcultural patterns described
EyEIazar. The areas roughly conform to these subcultural patterns.
urther, aspredicted, the Moralistic orientation ismore clearly delineated in
an Arkansas region, the “Ozark,” while the Traditionalistic and Indi-
vidualistic patterns are strongerfor two of the Alabama area types.

Although regional variations within the southern states have
been widely recognized, those variations have received little sys-
tematic atténtion trom political scientists beyond the usual nod to
“mountain Republicanism” and, in some cases, the alignment of
Democratic party factions alon geo?rapmcal lines.1 Yet, In his
analysis of American federalism from the perspective of the states,
Elazar argues that many intrastate political conflicts flow from
dlfferln%_subcultural orientations that are typically associated with
constrasting settlement Patterns of qbeog_raphm regions within the
states.2Thus, southern states tend tobe divided broadly in terms of
mountain areas and plantation areas. More recently, major urban
areas have emerged with features distinctive from "either of these
geographically-based regions. At the same time, there is a pecul-
larly “Southern” culture associated with an elitist politics fostered
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traditionally by racist rhetoric directed toward a population, mass
that Is characteristically deprived of the economic wealth enjoyed
In_most other areas of the nation. The analysis reported” here
addresses this question of politicocultural variafions in‘the South s
exem P|Ifled b}/ two states: one from the Deep South, Alabama, and
the other on the southern periphery, Arkansas.

Two sets of hypotheses are at issue here. First, very broadly,
are there distinctive politicocultural areas within these states which
are at the same time common to both states? And, secondI?/, can
differences between two states be predicted on the basis of their
differing locations relative to the southern “core”?3Thus, the fol-
lowing thotheses and corollaries are proffered: |

1. There are three basic types of politicocultural areas in each
state, (a) The basic types of politicocultural areas conform to well-
recognized regional and/or settlement patterns in the American
South, I.e., the plantation South, the mountain South, and the
urban South, () The basic types of politicocultural areas conform
to the three major subcultural orientations described by Elazar, ie,
Traditionalistic, Moralistic, and Individualistic. |

2. The distinctiveness of politicocultural areas within a state Is
related to the geo?raphlcal location and peculiar historical de-
velopment of the state, (a) Both the Traditionalistic and the Indi-
vidualistic subcultures are'more clearly delineated in Alabama (due
to its location in the Deep South on the one hand and its earlier
urbanization on the other.) (b) The Moralistic subculture Is more
clearly delineated in Arkansas (due to its closer proximity to the

Greater West).
Data and Methods

Inorder to obtain a wide arr_ar of data comprehensive both In
terms of being descriptive of social, economic and political charac-
teristics of the population and in terms of q_eogr_aphlc spread,
county-level data were gathered. for all counties in both states.
Unfortunately, data for some attributes were available for one, but
not the other, state. As these uncommaon attributes are in some
Instances important and even unique indicators of political culture
variations, however, the?; were retained for analysis.4 _

~ The dataset for each state was subjected to Q-factor analysis
using the eigenvalue-one criterion to determine the number of
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factors to be extracted.5While any criterion for such extraction Is
arbitrary, the decision to use this widely-recognized statistical test
?lves greater weight to arquments forthe existence of the hasic
ypes of variation, particularly if the numbers conform to the
predicted values. |

Q-factoring of the datasets ismandated as the resultant factors
cluster togetherthose counties that have common patterns of varia-
tion and"thus the Q-factors represent oRera jonally-defined
“politicocultural areas” within each state. To the extent thiat a factor
Iscomposed of more or less contiguous counties, that factor consti-
tutes a “region.” The factor score matrices present standardized
values for each of the attributes across these basic types of
Polltlcocultural areas, thus allowing analysis of the distincfive fea-
ures of each area. | | o

While the larger, unique datasets Prowde the statistical infor-
mation for most of the flndln?s reported here, seRarate -factor
analyses were also performed for each state using the 61 attributes
common to both datasets.6 These analyses allow correlation of the
thal arrays (factor scores{ across types of counties for hoth states,
thus permitting a test of the congruency of politicocultural areas
Detween the states.

Findings

~ The factor analytic results confirm the existence of three dis-
tinct politicocultural areas both in_Alabama and Arkansas.7
Moreover, for each state, as shown In Tables 1and 2, two more or
less contiguous regions dIStInngIShlndg the “plantation” area from
the “mountain” area emerged, as did a distinctive Urban County
type, Thus, for Alabama, Factor | is the Black Belt Region cluster-
Ing 24 southern counties with its 9 best reﬁresentatwes all from that
portion of the state traditonally called “The Black Belt.” Factor Il Is
the Urban County with Jefferson County iBlrmm ham) as a virtu-
ally pure representative, and Factor I11 1sthe Northern-Wiregrass
County with its best representatives all from the more mountainous
areas of the North. This third factor groups the “W_|re?rass” area, a
tierof counties bordering the Florida Panhandle with the northern
rather than southern counties. | | |
In Arkansas, Factor 1isthe Ozark Region clustering counties
largely in the northwestern and more mountainous areas of the
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state, Factor 1| is the Delta Region with its best representatives all
from the Mississippi Delta ared although the type Includes most of
the southeastern portion of the state, and Factor 111 Is the Urban
County. Thus, the basic politicocultural areas within these fwo
southérn states do conform to the hypothesized regional and/or
settlement patterns that have generally been recognized in the past.

Table 1
ALABAMA POLITICOCULTURAL REGIONS:
Q-FACTOR MATRIX*
FACTOR LOADINGS
| || 1l
Black Northern-

County Belt  Urban Wwegrass h2
Greene 90 24 / 0.95
Bullock 87 21 37 0.97
Lowndes 87 37 0.94
Sumter 86 26 39 0.96
Wilcox 8 29 34 0.9
Macon 84 30 25 0.87
Perry 82 20 4] 0.92
Hale 19 20 43 0.86
Marengo 30 49 0.9
Coneclh 52U 59 0.97
Choctaw 4 23 53 0.94
Monroe [ 59 0.97
Barbour 4 34 51 0.98
Pickens 72 28 59 0.9
Butler 1 29 60 0.95
Henry 129 00 0.9
Dallas 1 53 43 0.97
Clarke 0 3 02 0.98
Dike 0 36 h3 0.96

005 0 20 04 0.94

renshaw 69 25 06 0.97
A
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Bééfk : No,rltHern-

County t Urban Wiregrass  h2
47 5l 68 0.93

span, o3 B

sibh ) S

Elmore o0 38 06 0.94

Tusca o%sa 39 b/ 84 0.89

Cumulative percentages of

tota var?aﬁce exp?ginegz 36.4 537 93.1

*Decimals are omitted from factor loadings. FL"0.28 are statisti-
cally significant at P*0.0l.

In order to determine if these Intrastate types conform to
Elazar’s subcultural variants, however, their attripute arrays must
be examined. This isto say that the Alabama Black Belt Reglon and
the Arkansas Delta Reqlon, steeped in the traditions of the Old
South, should exhibit the characteristics of the Traditionalistic
subculture, the Alabama Northern-Wiregrass counties and the
Arkansas Ozark Region should conform more strongly to the
Moralistic orientation, and the Urban County of both states should
reflect the emergence of an increasingly Individualistic pattern.
Still, two caveats should be announced here. First, both states are
Indeed deefoly embedded in the larger southern Traditionalistic
political culture so that Intrastate variations are largely matters of
degree and unlikely to be dramatic. The second warning centers
upon the usual complaint of behavioral scientists who must resort
tﬂ usnig aggr_egda_te date: “wejust can't find the purest measures of
the relevant indicators.” . .

gtﬁl, the re_suFts exhibited in Tables 3 and 4 tend to support
Elazar’scontention of basic subcultural variations within the states.8
While the more dramatic differences hetween reglons are largely
found In distinctive social and economic traits, there are notable
differences In their politics that are not necessarily related to

s0cl0economic variations.
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_Profiles of expected variations of the three subcultural types
with regard to those traits measured by the available data would be
as follows. The Moralistic supculture” will stress public education
given its emphasis on the citizen’s obligation to participate in the
Rolmcal life of the community. This motive should also produce

Igher rates of participation, “particularly in_the electoral system.
On the other hand, private solutions to“social problems are pre-
ferred to public ones, thus, for example, public debt will be lower.
And If public solutions must be resorted to, then those decisions
should remain as close to the people as possible, hence, local reve-
nue sources will be preferred and automony of such local govern-
ment units as school districts will be stronger. The marketplace
orientation of the Individualistic subculture will produce a very
different profile. With the active demands of many different
groups, public expenditures decisions will be more balanced across
program areas. There is not likely to be a strong effort to involve
citizens in politics, thus relatively low voter registration hut hl%h
voter turnout among those who do bother to register. And with
government perceived as simply an extension of the economic
marketplace, it will seek revenues equally well from any source and
will not shy from capital investment even if it means public inde-
btedness. Finally, efficiency and professionalism are more strongly
P_rlzed, leading to a greater reliance on hierarchy and administra-
Ive decision making, hence less autonomy for specialized govern-
ments and fewer elected officials. The Traditionalistic subculture

eneraIIY will fall between the other two on most measures al-

ou1qh here should be noticeably less popular participation.
~Theevidence of conformity to these cultural prototypes b?/_th_e
Intrastate politicocultural areas Is mixed at best. The” Moralistic
profile fits the Qzark County rather well. There is very high voter
registration and, given Its generaIIY_ older population, relatively
stronP commitment to public education. Mareover, public debt is
very [ow although this no doubt is also a reflection of the extreme

overty found In such a county. And contrary to the model, the

zark County is strongly dependent upon intergovernmental rev-
enues, perhaps even more than the lack of economic wealth would
suggest. But at the same time there is strong evidence of a desire to
keep political power close to the people with the extremely large
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number of elected local officials and the stronger likelihood of
school district tax autonomy. The Northern-Wiregrass County of
Alabama does not conform so well.9 Still, there s the apparent
tendency to avoid public dept and a strong self-reliance in revenue
Productlon. Beyond these fraits, in both States these are the areas
hat reflect the” most independence from partisan affiliations in
voting. On more idiosyncratic measures note the relative resistance
of the Ozark County to adopting federal food programs and the
greaterfpartlmpatlon In litigation on welfare matters and the higher
score of the Northern-Wiregrass County on the Index of Union
sentiment. |

The political attributes of the Urban County of hoth states
tend to be very similar and generally conform to the Individualistic
model. Public expenditures do tend to be more balanced across
P_ohcg areas. Popular participation is low in terms of voter regi|stra-
jon but in Arkansas (F():o_m_paraole data for Alabama is unavailable)
those who register exhibit a strong likelihood of voting and are
more partisan. Public indebtedness is high as predicted. However,
the Urban County aPpears to be more self-reliant in obtaining
public revenues but then such a county is much wealthier than
other types in either state, And In both states there are relativel
fewer €lected local officials and public school districts have inde-
pendent taxing power. Still, this suggests at least a greater reliance

on hierarchy in government.
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| I Il
County Ozark Delta  Urban h2

Washington 43 46 14 0.95
Seo?stian 37 52 12 0.94
Garlanad 41 48 (1 0.91
Pulaski 07 55 66 8.75
Benton 00 47 03 94
Saling h4 g% h8 0.90
Faulkner 55 h6 0.93
Cumulative Rercentag,es of
total variance expldined 402 739 923

*[fecimals are omitted from factor loadings. FL"0.26 are statisti-
cally significant at p*0.0l.

The Black Belt and Delta types do not appear to be so con-
gnruen_t In their political attributes as the Urban types but more so
nan is the case for Northern-Wiregrass and Qzark types. Educa-
tional expenditures take a hlgh proportion of the total outlay in
both the Black Belt County and the Delta County, a result that isnot
surprising with their youthful populations. On other matters of
public finance mixed Tesults occur. The Delta County s less de-
endent on_intergovernmental revenues than expectéd while the
3lack Belt County exhibits more autonomF In schoo| district taxa-
tion than predictéd. And with re_?ard to political partls,anshlp Delta
County voters seem less commifted to the Democratic Party than
those in the Black Belt counties. |

In general, then, the congruence of the_attributes of the
empirically-determined politicocultural areas with Elazar’s subcul-
tural_orientations Is uneven. Still, these surface comparisons.do
rovide some support for the second h_}/pothems and its corollaries.

he Arkansas Ozark County does fit the Moralistic type much
more stronﬂly than its Alabama counterpart. To a lesser'extent, as
Predlcted,_ e Alabama Black Belt County ismore congruent with
he Traditionalistic subculture than the comparable Arkansas type.
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Table 3
TYPAL ARRAYS FOR ALABAMA
POLITICOCULTURAL REGIONS
FACTOR SCORE MATRIX
TYPAL ARRAYS
o ol
Attribute Beft Urban WrFEg?aers
% urban, 1970 -0.6 2.0 0.
oo{popn under5 S, ofag 1970 04 0.1 8%
% of popn. 18 yrs. and older, 1970 0.3 0.6 9
06.0f popn. 65 rs and oder 1970 -0.3 -0.8 4
Brrth rate per pogr 1 0.2 04 4
Death rate ; 0 -0.3 -0.8 -04
Death rate un er er
1000 DIrths 05 -0.7 -04
Death rate un er 8 days) pe
1000 DITtNS, -0.1 0.7 0.3
PoRuIatron densrt%/ 1970 -0.6 0.3 0.9

on white po 2.5 0.1 -2.6
% ch angle In net mrgratron
y h \ t ] -1.8 -0.8 0.0
b change rn egro net migration,

Q0070 ) : 16 06 -0
/oforergn stock, 1970 -0.6 08 06
/oveteran status, 1970 -0.5 0.3 .2
% born In dr ferent state, 1970 -(0.8 -0.0 05
l\/Iedran school yrs. comgleted 05 06 04
% of students n prrvat eementary

and sec?n arK schools, 1 R -0.5 -0.8 0.8
% of fema es W o are high school

%rfa tes ]h -0.2 0.7 -(0.2
% ma S Who are high school
0 %rfa ejrastgrsrs %g s, and older with 0 0g Al
0

TyPs of scnoo rgraﬁs ’ 679 . 02 -08 03

}r ns oolormore % -0.2 0.7 0.1
%o ersons yrs. and o der with

yrs of co Iege ormorg, 1970 05 04 0.8
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| 11 [
Black N orthern -
A ttribute Belt Urban W iregrass

% of students in elem entary and

secondary schools who are

Negro, 1970 3.0 0.1 -2.8
% of owner-occupied housing

units, 1970 0.1 0.3 1.4
% of occupied housing units with all

plum bing facilities, 1970 -1.7 1.6 1.3
% of occupied housing units with

home freezers, 1970 0.1 -0.6 0.9
% of change in farm popn.,

1960-1970 -2.5 -2.1 -1.4
M ean value of farm land per

acre, 1969 -0.7 0.2 -0.1
Harvested crop land as a percentage

of total land area, 1969 0.6 0.5 -0 .4
% of farm s w ith sales of $40,000 and

over, 1969 -0.6 -0.8 -0.4
% of farms owned by

corporations, 1969 -0.6 -0.9 -0.7
% of mfg. establishm ents with 20-99

em ployees, 1967 -0.7 -0.1 -0.3
% of labor force em ployed in

government, 1970 -0.2 -0.2 -0.6
% of labor force em ployed in

mfg., 1970 -0.3 -0.8 0.8
% of labor force em ployed in

w holesale and retail trade, 1970 -0.4 -0.3 -0.3
% of labor force em ployed in prof.

and managerial positions, 1970 -0.3 -0.1 -0.6
% of fem ales who are in labor

force, 1970 0.0 0.1 0.1

% of labor force working outside

county of residence, 1970 -0.3 -1.3 0.5
% of fam ilies with income less than

$3000, 1970 0.6 -0.8 -0.6
% of fam ilies with income of

$10,000-%$14,999, 1970 -0.6 -0.2 -0.2
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| || 11
Bla?tk Northern-

Attribute Belt  Urban Wiregrass
0
/Oé)lf?fam?“ §4v§/9|t9h9|nc8%e of 06 04 07
%ofdam\}elres \{vgl%lncome 0f$25,000 Y 08 0
00 of c?r?ct geners expenditures | | R
spent ducation, 1 96J 0.5 -0.0 0.6
% fcwect enera expen itures
spent for highways, 1967 0.3 12 05
% of direct Re eral expenditures

spent for Nealth & hospitals, 1967  -0.6 09 4l
Ge era[l eht outstanglng 1967 0.1 9.7 200
Property tax ?ayments per

capitd, 1 ? -0.6 02 03
% ot general revenue from inter-

governmental revenue, 1967 2.9 15 O
% of general revenue from tax

revénue, 1967 -1.8 15 0.8
Number of elected local officials per

NUDET opfo Sbnggs%hom s

06  -09  -06

systems

% gtsgnbhc school systems W|th

0f %rfodfrrecttaé(rllgra[)e\{(vggn ditures U8 10 5
0

0/sfertfog%ducatlon 97d2t 0.8 04 0.5
o 0f direc %enera expen|ures a0 10 05

OoScPerlrect e%ergplex enditures
spent for ﬁealth &h spitals, 1972 0. -0.5 -8.1
General deht outstand |n 1972 1.3 51 -1

Property tax payments per

Cap ltay 19{5) d p -0.5 0.6 01
% of geheral revenue from inter-

governmental revenue, 1972 14 -06 01
% of generallgr7e2venue from tax 06 01 e
revenye 0. . .
Indax of Uriior Sentiment 07 09 09

38



%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

B lack
ttribute Belt
of eligible w hite voters
registered, 1968 2 1
of eligible black voters
registered, 1968 1.5
of vote for N ixon, Presidential
Election 1968 11
of vote for W allace, Presidential
Election, 1968 0.1
of vote for Nixon, Presidential
Election, 1972 -0.5
of vote for Sparkman, Senatorial
Election, 1966 1.0
of vote for L. W allace,

Gubernatorial Election, 1966 0.9
of vote for Allen, Senatorial

Election, 1968 -0.1
of vote for G. W allace,

Gubernatorial Election, 1970 -0.6
of vote for Sparkman, Senatorial
Election, 1972 0.2
of vote for G. W allace,

G ubernatorial Election, 1974 1.5
of vote for G allion, General

Election, 1966 1.5
of vote for M. T. Allen, General
Election, 1966 1.5
of vote for Baggett, General

Election, 1966 1.8
of vote for Beard, General

Election, 1966 1.0
of vote for L. W allace, Dem

Run-off, 1966 -0.0
of vote for M. T . Allen, Dem.

Run-off, 1966 0.6
of vote for Baggett, Dem.

Run-off, 1966 1.0

u

rban

N orthern -

w

iregrass



|| 1]

| Black North
Attribute BEft Urban W(l)rregﬁzggs
U% of votF for Beard, Dem.

Run-off, 1966 0.9 04 0.3
% ?vote for Galllon Dem.

Hmargf 0.7 0.4 10
% of vot forG Wallace, Dem.

%*gn -off, 1970 -0.3 -0.2 14
% of vote for CA on literacy

test 1965 0.2 0.9 14
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Table 4
TYPAL ARRAYS FOR
POLITICOCULTURA

Attribute

%uroan 1970

%0f oopn under5 rs of ge,l 70
% 0f po e,l 0
%of§ Bn 65 rs ando e,l 10
Median age, 1 2

Birtn rate per Opo(P

Death rate 0
Death r%te under yr per
D100 tlert unlgz2 8 days) per
100% Aanggh 29 days) p

Popu atron densrty 9 0
/0 nonwhrte pop,,
% ch angle In net mrgratron

oC angle |n Negro net migration,

Morergan stock 197
0 veteran status, 1

obcPrn N drf[erent state 1970

N sch 0 gears

comP lete
% of students in prrvatf eIementary
and sece a}rsc 00

% of femaes W o are hrgh sc 00|

%E‘ama Iesw]ho are high school
%ta g?sce)?rs 25 yrs. and older

Wlﬂﬁ) 9}?5 of sth 0021 or

less,

41

ARKANSAS
L REGIONS:
MATRIX
ITYPAL ﬁRRAYSI |
Ozark  Delta Urftan
-2.3 8.9 2.1
-0.4 -0.4 0.7
1.0 0.5 1.2
0.0 -0.6 -0.5
0.5 -0.4 0.0
-0.4 0.0 -0.5
-0.1 -0.5 -0.6
-0.2 0.2 -0.7
-8.2 -8.2 -0.6
-(0.8 -(0.7 -(.2
14 2.4 -2.3
0.2 -3.3 1.3
-0.4 -2.0 0.3
-0.5 -(0.8 -0.6
0.1 -(0.3 0.8
-0.2 0.9 0.7
-0.3 04 0.1
-0.5 -0.7 -0.5
-0.2 -0.3 1.3
-0.3 -0.3 1.3
0.4 04 -1.3



| | | I
Attribute Ozark  Delta  urban

% ofﬁersons 2 yri1 and older

S, 0 h| schoo
ormorg 0.3 -0.4 13
% ofﬁersons 2 yr? and older
rs of college or
more, 0.5 0.7 04
% of st ents meementar?/ and
secondary schools who afe
Negro, 1970 -1.6 30 25
% owner- occupled housing
units, 1 1.6 0.0 12
% o{ f %I d houslmg units with
facilitigs, 1970 0.3 0.7 33
% of occuple housing units with
home freezer, 1970 0.8 06 07
Medical doctors per 1000
po,o 972 -0.6 -0.8 0.1
Dentlsts Her 1000 popn., 1972 -0.5 0.7 0.6
General osp|tal beds per
P 05 01 05
ochanqpe nfarm opm 1960-1970 -03  -38 08

Mean value of farm land per

ngcvrgstg(?Gcgropland as g percentage o 0
o I a2
%$6 fofgpr%sag\gv noevderb 1969 05 0.3 07
corparations, 1%69Y -0.6 06 08
% of f establls ments with 20-99
% ofpa%o(?esorce employed in o5 Al 9
%go%vgmorpeghel%znop oyed in 024
0t OLC 06 force employed in 03 AL
holesale and retail o rade, 1970 03 03 1
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I 1 11
Attribute Ozark Delta Urban

% of labor force employed
in professional and

managerial positions -0.3 -0.4 -0.1
% of females who are in labor

force, 1970 -0.2 -0.2 0.5
% of labor force working outside

county of residence, 1970 -0.5 0.7 0.8
% of workers using public

transportation 1970 0.4 -0.3 1.2
% of families with income less

than $3000, 1970 0.4 0.3 1.4
% of families with income of

$10,000-14,000, 1970 -0.6 -0.4 -0.0
% of families with income of

$15,000-24,999, 1970 -0.6 -0.6 -0.5
% of families with income of

$25,000 and over, 1970 -0.5 0.7 0.7
Number of radio stations per

10,000 popn., 1972 -0.5 -0.6 -0.5
Television coverage from out-

of-state, 1972 -0.5 -0.7 -0.8
% of direct general expenditures

spent for education, 1967 0.8 1.1 -0.1
% of direct general expenditures

spent for highways, 1967 -0.1 -0.6 -0.7
% of direct general expenditures

spent for health & hospitals, 1967 -0.4 -0.8 -0.3
General debt outstanding, 1967 1.1 -0.5 0.2
Property tax payments per

capita, 1967 -0.3 0.6 11
% of general revenue from inter-

governmental revenue, 1967 1.3 0.4 -0.7
% of general revenue from tax

revenue, 1967 -0.3 0.2 0.4
Number of elected local officials

per 10.000 popn., 1967 6.0 -1.4 2.8
Number of public school

systems, 1967 -0.5 -0.7 -0.7
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| | |
Attribute Ozark  Delta Urltl)!m

% of Ub|IC school systems with

pro eré/ axm9 wer, 1967 1.7 0.1 14
0% of |r% tgene expenditures

spent ucat|on 1972 1.0 11 12
% of dir ? %enera exoengnures

spent hwas 197 -0.1 -0.6 0.7
% of dir ? enfra e nenditures

Ppen ea th an

| 0.4 0.3

ta& -
General debf outstandlng 1972 1.7
rogelrttay tax 2rJayments per

-(.8
-0.1
2.0
enera revenue from
rter overnmental r%venue 1972 11 0.6 -0.8
% 0 g neral revenue from tax
revénue, 1972 -8.2 0.1 0.1
Average mil aAq A 0.8 12
Incidence of FDC reclplents 1977 -10 08 04
nmdence of OAA recipients, 1972 15 0.1 0.6

nC| ence of 5\” heari gby State

egt of

-0.2 -0.7 0.7
ged of adoptlon of federal food
Istribution rograms -0.9 1.2 -0.8
00 voter tur ou General
Itlon 0.7 0.7 11
oof 1010le voters registered, 1970 17 1.2 0.3
0% of ell |b%e voters registered 1?72 2.0 1.0 04
% of vote for Nixon, Presidentia
Election, 1968 0.5 1.3 11
% of vote for Wallace, Presidential
Election 1968 0.1 1.2 -0.7
% of vote for N|xon Presidential
(V%fe%?enfor Bumpers, 08 0912
0
]ch ertna];orlgl mlectl%)n 1970 1.2 0.2 10
% of vote for Fulbri
Primary, 19 on 0.2 0.7 0.6
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| 11 111
A ttribute O zark D elta Urban

% of vote for Faubus, Dem.

Primary, 1970 0.5 0.9 11
% of vote for Riley, Dem.

Prinary, 1970 -0.5 0.5 0.1
% of vote for Bumpers, Dem.

Primary, 1972 0.5 0.6 1.4
% of vote for Pryor, Dem

Primary, 1972 0.1 0.3 0.4
% of vote for Bumpers, Dem.

Primary, 1974 1.0 0.3 1.3
% of vote for Pryor, Dem.

Primary, 19714 0.2 0.7 0.5

% of vote for Faubus, Dem.

Primary, 1974 0.6 0.2 -0.6
% of vote for Purcell, Dem
Primary, 1974 0.6 1.7 -0.3

% of vote for Brandon, Dem.

Primary, 1974 0.1 -0.6 0.8
% of vote for proposed

Constitution, 1970 -0 .4 0.3 1.1
% of vote for CA to perm it private

contracting for state printing, 1974 -0.1 0.7 11
% of vote for CA to increase salaries

of state officials, 1974 -0 .4 0.9 0.6
% of vote for CA to increase salary

limits for county officials, 1974 -0.1 0.9 0.7
% of vote for CA to allow the

legislature to set maxim um

interest rates, 1974 -0.5 -0.2 -0.4

These assertions are given further support by the stronger, purer
factor loadings ofthe better representatives ofthe A rkansas O zark
and Alabama Black Belt Counties. And while the Urban County as
a type in both states fits the Individualistic m odel, the factor load -
ings ofthe better Alabama representatives are much stronger than
those in Arkansas.

These com parisons are not, of course, too very rigorous. To

provide a m ore rigorous com parison, correlations were com puted
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d
FROM FACTQR SCORE MATRICES

INTERTYPAL CORREL ATIQNS
OF 61 MATCHED ATTRIBUTES
FOR ALABAMA AND ARKANSAS COUNTIES*
ALABAMA ARKANSAS

Black Northern-
Belt  Urban Wiregrass Delta  Ozark  Urban
Black Belt .00 016  0.18 0.69 037  -0.16
ALABAMA ~ Urban 100 010 031  -0.09 (.59
Northern-Wiregrass 1.00 0.19 045 049

Delt i

ARKANSAS  Ozar 100 %86 8&21
Urban 1.00

The measure of correlation 1s the Pearsonian .



for the factor score arrays for three-factor solutions of reduced
data matrices of 61 comimon attributes for each state. Table 5
somewhat contrary to the visual comparison largely of political
attributes, shows that the Black Belt and Delta Counfies are more
similar than the two Urban Counties. However, many of the attri-
butes lost from analysis due to the reduced data bases are political
attributes. It comes as no real surprise that these tYpes of counties
retain much of the socioeconomic structure that comprises the
contemporary (and past) popular image of the Old South.

Conclusion

The hgpotheses that Rrovoked this line of inquiry all received
at least modlest support. The results do suggest basic lines of similar
gqlltlcocultural cleavages at work In two separated southern states.
fill, one might ask, do these cleavages contribute to an under-
standing of contemporary political conflicts? For the most part the
data used here do not speak to that point. To be sure, the differ-
ences among the areas in Presidential contests as shown in Tables 3
and 4 Is clearly evident but those differences may S|mpl¥ reflect in
many cases the “friends and neighhors” syndrome so Tamiliar to
students of Southern electoral politics.

_The answer Is that the cleavages uncovered here merely pro-
vide a base for further explorations. Two such areas of research
would be the impact of these politicocultural areas upon electoral
results, as_mentioned above, and upon legislative "behavior, If
commonalities and differences among voters, Ieplslatorsl or any
other state political actors are to be éxamined afong regional ot
politicocultural lines, then those analyses should be in terms of
regions or political cultures and not arbitrary cartographical dis-
tinctions as has so often been done In the past.

But while this type of analysis may help to unravel some old
mysteries, It may also reveal new mysteries. An example of this Is
the electoral support given to George Wallace in presidential
and/or gubernatorial campaigns in these areas. Not surprls_m%i to
most would be the lower levelSof voting support that he received in
the Urban County of either state and in the Ozark County, nor the
strong support hé garnered in 1968 in Arkansas’ Delta région. But
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In Alabama his strongest support has been from the Northern-
Wiregrass area and he has fared least well in the Black Belt region.
One éxplanation well may be that in his home state of Alabama, his
P_opullst apR_eaIs have touched aresponsive chord in more Moralis-
Ic areas, while his early disregard of racist appeals did not endear
nim to Black Belt voterS. Then, as he turned fo such appeals, voters
In the Black Belt were increasingly black. The opposite results
obtained in Arkansas politicocultural areas, at least in part, because
citizens there were much less aware of the evolution of Wallace’s
policy stand. Of course, data of a very different sort would be
required to validate this explanation. .
~Inany event, this study isan exploratory one. Similar research
In the futire should expand in two directions. The first of these is
spatial. Other states must be examined in the same way as Alabama
and Arkansas, which may not be sufficiently indicative of the
South, let alone the nation, |

~The second direction 1s temporal. If cultural differences are
Involved, then these regional developments are rooted in hlS_tOf%.
Moreover, the Urban County asadistinct political subculture int
American South is a relatively recent development. Quantitative
historical analysis of regionalism in the American states might well
offer new Insights Into the movement and evolution of political
culture and perhaps even open our eyes to the future.

48



Notes

Acknowled?ments: This Is a revised version of a paPer orginally
gresented al the Annual Meeting of the Southwestern Politicél
cience Association, Dallas, Texas, April 1977. The authors wish to
thank Kenneth D. Bailey, University of Arkansas, and Raymond B.
Wells, Auburn Umverqu at Montgomery, for granting access to
their unpublished data files. Also, much thanks to Lewis Leslie and
Connie ! olt for their assistance beyond the proverbial call in data
preparation.

1 See eg V. 0. Key, Jr., Southern Politics in State and Nation (New York: Alfred A,

Knopt, 1949). | . . N

2 DgnleIJ. I%Iazar, American Federalism: A View From the States, Second Edition (New
York: Thomas Y. Crowell, 1972), _ _

3. On_core areas within geographical regions, see generally David E. Sopher, “Place and
Location: Notes on the Spatial Patterning of Culture, “Social Science Quarterly, 53 (Sep-
tember 1972), 331-332; and as applied specifically to the American states, Robert L. Savage,
“Patternsof Multilinear Evolution in the American States,”Publlus,3(Spr|ng, 1973),94-97.
4. Tables 3 and 4 provide, respectively, listings of the 94 attributes used for Arkansas
counties and the 82 attributes for Alabama counties. _ _

5. Varimax rotations were used for all factor analyses: for further information on factor
analytic.options see R.J. Rummel, Applied Factor Analysis (Evanston, Illinois: Northwest-
ern University Press, 197OI). _
6. The factor analytic results for these two smaller data matrices are not reported here but
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7. Using the eigenvalue-one criterion actualhf resulted in a four-factor solution for Arkan-
sas. However, as no county had its highest Toading on the fourth factor, the decision to
generate a three-factor solution seems fully warranted. _
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10. The Index of Union Sentiment was derived by the senior author from data provided by
Donald B. Dodd of Auburn University at Montgomery. The index reflects support given to
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