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For much of the twentieth century, the Democratic Party dominated the politics of the American South. During this time, state and local election outcomes in the region were effectively determined by direct primary elections where voters selected the Democratic nominee. It was once widely believed that factional groups existed within each Southern state that served as a proxy for political parties in the rest of the country. However, V.O. Key’s seminal study of the region’s politics debunks this myth. Rather than identifying durable and responsible quasi-parties that organized state politics, he finds instead that: 

In the conduct of campaigns … the South must depend for political leadership, not on state parties, but on lone-wolf operators, on fortuitous groupings of individuals usually of a transient nature , on spectacular demagogues odd enough to command the attention of considerable numbers of voters, on men who have become persons of consequence in their own little bailiwicks, and on other types of leaders whose methods to attract electoral attention serve as substitutes for leadership of a party organization (Key 1949, p. 16).
Variation in the type of factional structures proved to be an important influence on the quality of representation in the various states, with more bifactional political systems tending to offer voters clearer choices on the issues of the day and multifactional political systems resorting to “the emptiest sorts of debates over personalities (Ibid. 1949, p. 304).”


Since Key’s early work, patterns of political competition within the region’s primaries have attracted a fair amount of scholarly interest (e.g. Black 1983; Canon 1978; Grynaviski 2004; Riker 1962; Sartori 1976). In particular, researchers have been occupied with why some states in the South experienced disorganized primary elections for statewide offices with an absurdly large number of candidates receiving voter support while other states in the region rarely had more than two or three viable candidates. Aside from the intrinsic interest in understanding the South’s peculiar form of politics, explaining variation in the number of primary election candidates across states in the region is of theoretical interest because of the insight it provides into the behavior of both political elites and ordinary citizens in elections without formal party structures. For elites, the question is whether politicians make the decision to enter elections strategically, in the sense that they will only run if they are competitive, in the absence of formal party nomination procedures regulating access to the ballot. For voters, the question is whether in the absence of a party label there is sufficient information to avoid a wasted vote caused by supporting a candidate with no chance of winning. The matter at stake is the identification of conditions under which factions might provide a substitute for parties when it comes to the task of “simplifying the alternatives” for the electorate. 
In this paper, data from eight states is used to assess the performance of various theories of Southern factionalism. Of particular interest is whether Republican Party strength or election rules influenced the number of candidates who competed in Democratic gubernatorial primaries. Part one introduces the three theories and addresses their performance in the years from 1919 to 1948, the period also considered by Key in his seminal work, when an embryonic Republican Party competed in only a handful of Upper South states.  Part two extends the analysis from 1949 to 1972, the period of Republican ascendance throughout the region, providing greater empirical leverage on the effects of an opposition party. Evidence is presented that the presence of an opposition party did little to reduce the number of candidates competing in state primaries and may have actually weakened factional organizations within the Democratic Party that many otherwise have coordinated voter behavior.

Factional Structures in Key’s South


The states of the American South had similar constitutional frameworks, comparable social structures, and shared a common set of experiences through the Civil War and Reconstruction, so one might think that patterns of factional politics within the Democratic Party would be similar across states. However, the reality of Southern politics is that there were as many distinct patterns of factional conflict within the region as there were states (Key 1949). At one extreme there was unifactional Virginia where a single, dominant statewide organization led by Harry Byrd dominated state politics, with the only credible challengers to machine control were quixotic reform candidates (Key 1949, pp. 19-35). At the other extreme was multifactional South Carolina with no meaningful statewide Democratic organization, where large numbers of candidates for office relied on the support of “friends and neighbors,” and whose electoral fortunes depended on drawing support from primary voters in adjoining counties (Key 1949, pp. 130-155). Somewhere in between were bifactional states like Georgia, where political battles were fought between the friends and foes of the famed demagogue Eugene Talmadge (Key 1949, pp. 106-129), and Tennessee, where the Democratic Party divided along a regional cleavage with one faction with strength in eastern and western Tennessee organized against a rival in the central part of the state (Key 1949, pp. 58-81).  

The classification of states as unifactional, bifactional, or multifactional misses much of the variation in the region’s politics, and in many cases suggests a pattern of factional competition at odds with Key’s own definition of faction. For Key, “the term faction is used to mean any combination, clique, or grouping of voters and political leaders who unite at a particular time in support of a candidate. Thus, a political race with eight candidates will involve eight factions of varying size (Key 1949, pg. 16).” To use the term multifactional to describe both Mississippi and Louisiana would therefore be technically correct for most elections, but disguises the fact that the former typically had twice the number of viable candidates in gubernatorial elections as the latter (four or five vs. two or three). Given the interest in uncovering voters’ and elites’ effectiveness in reducing the number of candidates without party labels and institutions, it would be unfortunate for us to rely on a set of definitions that would not allow us to examine variation among, say, the multifactional states. Furthermore, according to Key’s definition, it would be incorrect to define Virginia as unifactional except in rare instances when candidates for statewide office ran uncontested. 

Rather than using Key’s overly broad definition of any grouping of voters or elites untied around a candidate, the number of factions competing within a Democratic primary election will be based on the effective number of candidates. This statistic, based on Laakso and Taagapera’s (1979) classic measure of the number of political parties, is calculated as:
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The statistic is preferred to other similar measures because of its straightforward interpretation as the number of equally competitive candidates in an election.

Table One reports the effective number of candidates who competed in the gubernatorial primaries of eight Southern states from 1919 through 1948. The Table reveals that there were only two states, Tennessee and Virginia, where the effective number of candidates was roughly two or less. It shows that there were three states, including Georgia, Louisiana, and North Carolina, where the average effective number of candidates was between two and three. And it shows that there were three states, including Mississippi, South Carolina, and Texas, where the effective number of candidates in Democratic gubernatorial primaries was regularly greater than three.
Republican Opposition and the Strength of Statewide Organizations

Why did Virginia and Tennessee develop something akin to a two-party political system within the Democratic Party while the vast majority of other states did not? One explanation considers the effect of Republican Party strength on Southern primaries. Key (1949) argues that in states with a somewhat more competitive Republican Party, the incentive for political elites to form relatively strong state party organizations to limit competition within the Democratic Party to one or two durable factions was greatest. He writes:
The cohesiveness of the majority faction in [Virginia, North Carolina, and Tennessee] points to the extraordinary influence of even a small opposition party. In both North Carolina and Tennessee the majority Democratic factions derive unity from the opposition of Republicans; in both states the Democrats of the county’s with substantial Republican votes accept state leadership and discipline in the battle against a common foe. Virginia’s extremely low voter participation makes it difficult to determine much about the nature of its politics, but the chances are that the Virginia Republican minority has a significant bearing on the unity of majority faction of Democrats in Virginia. In all three states Republican opposition contributes to the creation of one tightly organized Democratic faction. By the same token existence of one relatively cohesive faction generates within the Democratic party an opposition group, producing something of a bi-factionalism within the dominant party (Key 1949, p. 300).
Without an opposition party to provide some glue holding disparate local groups together, political competition devolved into a political free-for-all.

Riker (1962) offers a slightly modified version of Key’s theory to explain patterns of intra-party competition. Drawing upon the “size principle,” he argues that in states with a hegemonic party, one would expect to observe bifactional competition in primary elections. His logic is that:
When the Democratic party is a coalition of a whole, iit s worth nothing. But when an opposition exists, the coalition is worth something. Hence, a majority faction inside the Democratic party appears to take charge of the winnings. It then expels some of these not necessary to win in order to divide the gains among fewer persons. Similarly, the size principle explains the persistence of the dual factionalism that Key observed in Louisiana and Georgia where popular leaders polarized politics. Once Long and Talmadge introduced factions that could really win something, close-to-minimum winning coalitions appeared. ( Riker 1962, p. 96)
In states with a viable opposition party, on the other hand, the incentive to form institutions to promote intra-party cooperation in elections becomes much stronger and one would expect to find a unifactional party. 
The limitation of Riker’s thesis is obviously that even if one were to describe North Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia as unifactional rather than bifactional (a claim that even Key disputes), the rest of the South was clearly not bifactional. To his credit, he recognizes his broader claims about patterns of intra-party competition did not work in the region, and refines his theory to account for the specifics of this particular case. Canon summarizes Riker’s argument this way: 

In the Deep South, a primary and secondary game occurred simultaneously. The former was for control of society and posed whites against blacks; the latter was for control of government and was among whites only. Because the society game was more important, the government game had to be played with a sufficient moderation so that no faction was tempted to enfranchise blacks or appeal for their votes. Bifactionalism was most likely to produce such a temptation, so tendencies toward it were moderated in favor of a less intense, more fluid multifactionalism (Canon 1978, p. 834)

Thus, in Riker’s account, multifactional political primaries joined the litany of institutions that were developed by political elites to protect white power in the region. 

In support of the opposition party hypothesis, Key and Riker contend that in the Upper South states of North Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia there was an embryonic Republican Party presence and a roughly bifactional Democratic Party. While this explanation fits the facts for Virginia and Tennessee, the opposition party hypothesis does not explain why the effective number of candidates in North Carolina was routinely grater than two. Furthermore, in Deep South states like Georgia and Louisiana, Table One reveals that the effective number of candidates was routinely around two. Key’s explanation for the latter finding is that Georgia’s Eugene Talmadge and Louisiana’s Huey Long each had a popular demagogue with a fiercely loyal personal faction and a rapid opposition (Key 1949, pp. 300-301). While the latter argument rings true, the relatively large effective number of candidates in North Carolina relative to the other states of the Upper South still raises into question the influence of a Republican Party presence on Democratic factional structures (Grynaviski 2004). 
Electoral Rules, Incumbency, and Strategic Candidate Entry 

The common thread in Key’s and in Riker’s accounts is that both theories depend on political elites forming statewide political organizations to regulate intra-party behavior in parts of the South where the Republican Party had the potential to threaten Democratic dominance. Black (1983) critiques this emphasis on state party organizations, suggesting that an additional factor which explains variation in the number of candidates competing for office in the Southern states is the strategic calculations of individual politicians seeking office. He argues that in electoral contexts where there is a hegemonic party, the incentives for candidates to compete for that party’s nomination for statewide office is greater than in situations where that party is relatively weak. He writes: “Because ambitious politicians are ordinarily plentiful while opportunities to obtain high office are rare, multifactionalism should be the “natural” mode of intra-party competition once a party’s competitiveness in general elections is firmly established (1983, pg. 596).” Whereas Riker struggled to explain why multifactionalism prevailed through much of the South, Black suggests that the more interesting question is why there were so few candidates for office in much of the region given the overall weakness of the Republican Party. 
Black (1983) identifies two factors that he believed deterred political elites from entering gubernatorial primaries despite the desirability of the Democratic Party’s nomination. One such factor is the presence of an incumbent running for election which Black believes serves to limit the number of entrants into the primary. He writes: 
A governor who shrewdly and judiciously utilizes the resources of his office to enhance his reelection prospects normally has a decided advantage over potential opponents within his party. Because a governor’s advantages in campaign fundraising, name-and-face recognition, patronage, polling, and the like should discourage some challengers from running against him (‘Do I really want to take on the governor?’), multifactionalism should occur less frequently when an incumbent campaigns for renomination than when the seat is open (Black 1983, pg. 597).
Given the effort involved in actively campaigning for statewide office, potential candidates may prefer to run for a less competitive office rather than invest in their time and resources in an all-but-certain losing effort. The incentive for politicians to bide their time may have had particular weight in Southern gubernatorial primaries because it was rare for a sitting Governor to run for reelection more than once.


Furthermore, drawing upon the work of Canon (1978), Black argues that states’ electoral rules also limit the number of candidates. Following the logic laid out most famously by Duverger (1951), Black and Canon contend that Virginia and Tennessee whose primary elections were governed by plurality-rule should have fewer candidates than the rest of the South that held majority rule with runoff primaries. The logic is that candidates in majority-rule with runoff states who might not be competitive statewide might enter the primary anyway with the hope that they could bargain with one of the candidates advancing to the second round of the primary (Black 1983, p. 598 Canon 1978, p. 835). That Virginia and Tennessee, the two states with plurality-rule primary systems were also the two states where political outcomes were most consistent with the existence of a bifactional political system on average, gives credulity to the electoral rules story.
 

Grynaviski (2004) expresses more skepticism about the effect of electoral rules in statewide contests. Updating the logic concerning the effect of electoral rules in light of recent advances in formal theory, he argues that if the strategic incentives in primary elections are akin to those in general elections (with political parties), then in plurality-rule primaries one would expect to find at most two viable candidates. Similarly, in majority-rule with runoff systems, one would expect to find two, or at most three, viable candidates (Cox 1997), rather than the unlimited number of candidates postulated by previous students of Southern politics.  
In assessing the evidence for the electoral rules story, Grynaviski finds in the Southern gubernatorial primaries he studied from 1919 to 1948, that the average “effective number of candidates” was greater that two in one plurality rule state (Tennessee) and greater than three in three of the six majority rule with runoff states (Mississippi, South Carolina, and Texas).
 Far from being driven by the results of outlying cases, Table One shows that for Tennessee, Mississippi, South Carolina, and Texas, the Duvergerian logic was violated in at least 30 percent of all contested primary elections. Of the remaining four states, only North Carolina and Virginia had results that violated the predictions drawn from electoral rules in fewer than 20 percent of all contested elections. Granted, since Black and Canon only conjectured that there would be more than two candidates for runoff elections, the standard applied here is stricter for those states than might be fair. However, it is still the case that for Tennessee with a plurality-rule system, the effective number of candidates exceeded two in one-third of all elections (and as will be shown shortly, the problem became worse in the post-1948 period). With a failure rate that high for one of the two pivotal cases, one should view the Black-Canon story with some skepticism.
Were the theoretical expectations drawn from the literature on electoral rules better satisfied in gubernatorial primaries in the Solid South cases with an incumbent running for reelection? At first glance, evidence presented in Table One does seem to be consistent with Black’s argument that the presence of an incumbent reduced the number of candidates, at least in states without legal or normative prescriptions that prohibited any sitting Governor for standing for reelection. On the one hand, there was only one state, Tennessee, where there was more than one violation of the predictions drawn from Cox’s work on electoral rules with an incumbent standing for office. On the other hand, it is striking that Louisiana, North Carolina, and Virginia—three of the four states with the least frequent violations of the Duvergerian logic—did not have a single election with an incumbent present. In fact, a simple (2 test shows that among states where incumbents ran for reelection there was only one case, Texas, where it was possible to reject (p < .05) that the presence of an incumbent candidate was statistically independent from satisfaction of the Duvergerian logic. For the remaining three states with incumbent candidates, there was no statistically significant relationship between incumbency and the number of candidates. Overall it does not appear that the presence of an incumbent greatly improved the performance of electoral rules as predictors of effective number of candidates.
Local Information and the Aggregation Problem 
Whereas Key and Riker emphasized the role of statewide party organizations and Canon and Black emphasized the role of candidates’ strategic calculations, Grynaviski (2004) focuses on the role of information in the coordination of strategic actions on the part of voters and candidates. His logic, drawn from Cox’s (1997) game theoretic models, is that in order for citizens to vote strategically in a manner that limits the number of parties, they must know the relative standing of each candidate in the race and cast their vote for their most preferred of the two or three (depending on the electoral rules) strongest candidates. Similarly, candidates’ strategic entry decisions require knowledge about whether they would be competitive statewide. In the Solid South, where people were denied the use of party labels to form expectations about a candidate’s expected vote share, strategic voting and candidate entry decisions were therefore not routinely possible in statewide elections. Variation in adherence to the theoretical predictions based on electoral rules should therefore be explained in terms of the amount of information available to voters and candidates.

Grynaviski identifies two factors that would have facilitated the free flow of information, thereby serving to limit the number of candidates. First, he argues that in each Southern locality, voters may have been familiar with the candidate preference of ‘friends and neighbors’ even though they lacked information about the relative strength of candidates statewide. Thus:

The exchange of information in daily conversation, the local press, civic organizations, and the cues from local courthouse bosses may have created a shared stock of information about who the most competitive candidates were locally. (pg. 503).
He conjectures, but does not persuasively show, that the most important source of information may have been durable local factions that had organized to compete for control over county government (pg. 516). Regardless of the source of voter information, the natural consequence of strategic voting based on information shared at the local level is that in each county or parish in the region, one might expect rational voters to coordinate on two or three candidates in accord with the predictions derived from electoral rules, but a greater number of candidates may have competed statewide. 
Second, Grynaviski suggests that candidates with greater name recognition should serve as a focal point in elections, helping voters to better coordinate their activities in state politics. Along the lines identified by Black, he argues that in races where an incumbent runs for reelection, one should expect to find fewer viable candidates. Given that the incumbent had already demonstrated a capacity to command a significant vote share, his presence in the race would reveal to voters at least one of the candidates expected to command a large vote share. Similarly, the incumbent’s past performance would provide a benchmark against which challengers could judge how many votes they would need to command in order to win a plurality-rule election or advance to the second stage of a majority rule with runoff election. Thus, incumbency would provide a cue that could be used by voters and candidates alike when making strategic calculations. 
To test his hypotheses, Grynaviski (2004) uses county-level data from Southern gubernatorial primaries from 1919 to 1948 to calculate the mean-county effective number of candidates which provides a measure of the extent of local political competition. 
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If it is the case that in each county or parish competing within the South electoral laws influenced efforts to coordinate behavior locally, but that information shortcomings prevented coordination from aggregating statewide, then it is expected that the mean-county effective number of candidates should be two or less in elections with plurality-rule systems and three or less in majority-rule with runoff systems.
The results of his analysis, summarized in Table Two, provide evidence of the extent to which Southern counties and parishes adhered to the predictions of his theory. Note first that in a comparison of table one and table two, the effective number of parties was greater at the state level than at the mean-county level in virtually every instance. Thus, the efforts of voters and/or factional bosses to coordinate their efforts locally were more successful than that achieved at the state level.  Further, the total number of violations of the Duvergerian logic was reduced by about a third. The impact was apparently greatest in Georgia where there was not a single violation of the predictions of electoral determinists at the county level on average. Perhaps this is a consequence of Georgia’s a peculiar electoral system in which candidates were required to win a majority of all counties rather than a majority statewide of the popular vote. In this setting the incentives for local factional bosses to deliver a majority might even be greater than that observed with more conventional electoral laws. Looking at the overall average is for the years from 1919 to 1948, one also notes that the number of violations of Duverger’s Law is reduced from four statewide to only two at the mean-county level.
In the bottom half of the table, the number of violations of the Duvergerian logic at the mean-county level with an incumbent candidate is reported. In this case we find that there’s only one violation of the predictions of institutional determinists in primaries where the sitting governor ran for reelection. As Grynaviski notes, even this violation supports the broader theory because the incumbent rose to his office following the death of the elected governor and was only standing for election in his own right for the first time. Statistical tests to determine whether the presence of an incumbent candidate was independent of violations of Cox’s predictions were possible in South Carolina, Texas, and Tennessee. Whereas the relationship was only significant in Texas at the state level, at the mean-county level two of the three feasible tests revealed a statistically significant relationship between these two variables (the (2 failed to reject independent events for Tennessee). Furthermore when pooling across all eight states, that same test again identified a statistically significant relationship. This seems to suggest that voters were able to coordinate their actions better at the county level when income and spending was present whereas the evidence was not convincing that state party organizations or candidates were able to use the information about an incumbent to limit the number of challengers (Grynaviski 2004, pg. 512-514).

II. Factional competition after the Dixiecrat Revolt

One element of Grynaviski’s (2004) argument left untested in his original work concerns the effect of an opposition party on local party organization efforts. He indicates that the notion that a bifactional political system would form in a bipartisan rather than a unipartisan state is inconsistent with the likely behavior of ambitious, office-motivated politicians. He conjectures instead that politicians’ investments in the development of quasi-parties to contest Southern primaries should be motivated by many of the same factors that give rise to political parties. Drawing upon Aldrich’s (1995) new institutional models, the sort of benefits from the development of a durable faction might include greater stability in the legislative process, organized efforts to mobilize the electorate, and the provision of services by political activists. It makes little sense that in a state without an opposition party presence that the need for an organization to provide the functions traditionally performed by parties would be less than in states with a truly hegemonic party (pg. 501). 
Followed to its logical conclusion, Grynaviski’s argument suggests that one might even expect that in the Deep South states with no trace of a Republican Party, the incentive to form durable factions to contest primary elections would be stronger. Considered over the long-term, office-seekers might turn to the rival party for candidate services rather than the factional organization, so the return on the investment in quasi-parties would be less in states with an already existent opposition party. This logic has a similar flavor to that advanced by Riker with respect to the implications of the “size principle” for intra-party politics introduced above, but it also reveals some of the theoretical limitations of Riker’s argument that the Deep South lacked a bifactional political system was because the region’s elites preferred the moderation of a multifactional political system, to a bifactional system where each side had an incentive to appeal to black citizens for support. Approached from the perspective of ambition theory, the key theoretical flaw with this argument is that politicians who do not organize are placed at an electoral disadvantage relative to those who do form institutions to provide candidate services and advance collective goals. Thus, even if one were to accept Riker’s premise that a bifactional primary system might undermine white racial hegemony which made all whites worse-off, there existed a situation akin to a Prisoner’s Dilemma in that each politician would be better-off if he organized (defecting from the outcome better for his race) while his opponent did not. It would seem that the explanation for the use of the white primary, poll taxes, literacy tests, etc. is that Southern leaders recognized the temptation to appeal for black votes even in the Democratic primary, so efforts were taken to ensure that blacks were not able to participate.
 Furthermore, if institutions denying blacks the right to vote were not in place, then a multifactional political system would probably have increased the odds of electing blacks to statewide office because in the chaos of an n-person race, anyone could win.


The weakness in the discussion of the empirical work thus far in testing this argument is its exclusive focus on factional competition prior to 1948. The problem with concentrating on this classic era of the Solid South is that while some states in the region did have an embryonic Republican Party, it is hard to take seriously the notion that Democratic politicians at either the state or local level (except maybe in the mountains of the Upper South) were genuinely concerned about the Republican threat. As a result, the argument that a Republican Party presence actually undermined the incentives for durable factions to form and give structure to political competition in the Democratic Party remains largely unexamined. Was it the case for the Southern states, especially those in the Deep South, that as the Republican Party grew in strength during the 1950s and 1960s that the number of factions competing for office in Democratic primaries decreased as argued by Key and Riker? Or, did the factional systems begin to become undone, as Grynaviski’s theory suggests, with the emergence of the Republican Party?
The remainder of this paper extends Grynaviski’s analysis of Southern Democratic gubernatorial primaries through the first two decades of Republican ascendance in the South.
 The purpose of the investigation is to uncover the effects of growing Republican strength in the region on the number of viable candidates statewide and on the number of candidates competitive in each locality. If Grynaviski’s analysis of the relationship between bipartism and factional structure is correct, then one would expect that the growing strength of the Republican Party should not reduce the number of candidates and it could even result in the proliferation of candidates as factional organizations already in place began to weaken and politicians turned to the Republican Party organization as a provider of candidate services. 
The opposition party hypothesis
The first issue to consider is the effect the Republican Party’s ascendance had on the effective number of candidates in gubernatorial primary elections. If the Key-Riker hypothesis is correct then the effective number of candidates statewide would be greater in the period prior to the Dixiecrat Revolt than that observed from 1919-1948. It Grynaviski’s hypothesis is correct, on the other hand, than one would expect that the effect of numbers candidates to have increased in the years after 1949.

To adjudicate between the two competing theories, the effective number of candidates are calculated for each state from 1919 to 1972. Results for the years prior to the Dixiecrat Revolt are reported in Table 1 while the results for the years from 1949 to 1971 are reported in Table 3. The first thing to note is that the average effective number of candidates increased in the period after 1948 for five of the eight Southern states. In fact, only South Carolina appears to have moved in the direction predicted by Key and Riker, with the state apparently moving to a unifactional political system by the mid-1960s where the nomination was uncontested in two consecutive primary elections.  On the other hand, the effective number of candidates exploded in Louisiana, increasing from 2.9 in the period prior to the Dixiecrat revolt to 4.0 in the latter period.  Even Mississippi which had more than three candidates on average prior to 1948 had a substantial increase in the statewide effective number of parties. It should also be noted that while the Republican Party grew steadily in strength throughout the period, there is no obvious trend in the effective number of candidates in any of the Southern states. At first glance the evidence seems more supportive of Grynviski’s theory than that offered by Key and Riker.

Electoral rules and incumbency
The next question to be considered is whether state electoral rules predicted the effective number of candidates better in the period after 1948. If the answer is yes then perhaps there was a consolidation in the Democratic party organization not well- reflected by the average number of candidates competing in each sate. To test this conjecture, the number of violations of the Duvergerian logic was calculated for primary elections from 1949 to 1971. Consistent with the earlier observation of the growing number of candidates in state politics, the frequency of violations of the Duvergerian logic also increased in many states in the region. Again, only South Carolina exhibited a notable change in behavior in the direction of Key and Riker’s hypothesis. The evidence presented thus far also bodes poorly for Canon’s electoral rules argument in that one of the two plurality-rule states, Tennessee, exhibited a dramatic increase in the frequency of violations of the predictions drawn from institutional theory.

One possibility suggested by Black’s work is that the number of violations of the strict Duvergerian logic increased because there was a decline in the frequency of incumbents contesting elections. As a result, one might expect to see the proliferation of candidates because the incumbent deterred candidates from entering the race. Generally speaking, the evidence presented in Table Three shows that it is true that the number of contests with an incumbent decreased markedly in the latter period and the decrease was greatest in Tennessee. Furthermore, violations of the strict Duvergerian logic were very infrequent when there was an incumbent entered in the primary. In fact, of the more than 40 primary elections held in the period after 1948, there were only two instances where the presence of incumbent candidate did not yield the outcome consistent with the hypothesis drawn from institutional theory. That said, (2 tests do not allow us to reject that incumbent candidates and violations of Duverger’s Law were independent events in any state. Nor does the test allow us to reject that incumbency and violations of Duverger’s Law were independent events when pooling election outcomes for all eight Southern states in the period after the Dixiecrat revolt. The lack of a significant relationship between incumbency and the number of candidates is no great surprise, though, given that South Carolina and Virginia which were the two least frequent violators of Duverger’s Law did not have a single incumbent candidate after 1948. 
Information and the Aggregation Problem
The final matter of interest concerns whether electoral rules continued to have bite at the local level after the ascendance of the Republican Party. If it was the case that voters continued to have the information necessary to cast apparently informed, strategic ballots based on the behavior of their friends and neighbors then one might reasonably conclude that local factions continued to organize politics in the South’s counties and parishes (and increasingly independent cities in the region) while statewide factions remained weak.  On the other hand, a breakdown in strategic voting locally would provide evidence of weakening factional strength, a finding of the consistent with the conjecture that as the Republican party grew in strength, politicians increasingly turned to party organizations rather than local factions to support their candidacies.

Table 4 reports the mean-county effective number of candidates for the years from 1949 to 1971. While each state exhibited its own unique pattern, one gets the general sense based on a comparison of the data before and after the Dixiecrat revolt that the effective number of candidates increased in the latter period. For five of the eight states in the sample—Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, Tennessee, and Virginia—the average mean-county effective number of candidates in contested elections increased after 1948. Furthermore, there were three states for which the average mean-county effective number of candidates exceeded the theoretical upper bound identified by students of electoral rules, compared to just two states that failed to satisfy the theoretical criteria in the earlier era. 
Consistent with the story that local factional organizations were collapsing in the second half of the twentieth century, the relative frequency of violations of the Duvergerian logic in Southern counties increased dramatically in the period of Republican ascendance.  In the years from 1919 to 1948, there were 21 violations of the theoretical predictions drawn from electoral rules at the local level in 81 contested elections. In the period from 1949 to 1971, there were eighteen such violations despite just 48 contested elections. Importantly, this increase did not also occur in the statewide data.  There were 31 violations of the Duvergerian logic statewide in 81 elections from 1919 to 1948 compared to 22 violations in 48 elections from 1949 to 1971. That the predictions drawn from institutional theory were no longer better satisfied at the county level that at the state level (while the relative frequency of violations at the state level remained static) suggests that local factional organizations or friends and neighbors social networks which had previously facilitated strategic voting had begun to break-down.

Conclusions
The case of the American South rides an excellent illustration of the negative consequences of rule by a hegemonic political party. Without competing political parties fielding candidates in popular elections or organizing the legislature, it was not possible for the electorate to hold public officials accountable for the government performance.  Perhaps for this reason, economic and social development in the region was retarded for a half century or more, and citizen endured rule by demagogues like Huey Long and Eugene Talmadge or state political bosses like Harry Byrd and Edward Crump. 


The main contribution of the analysis presented here is to demonstrate that one of the presumed negative consequences of unipartism identified in earlier studies is misguided. Specifically, it is shown that the presence of an opposition party does not lead more or less inexorably to the development of a strong statewide party organization that regulates competition for access to the party label in primary elections. Instead, this paper demonstrates that the weak Republican party organization in the Upper South states found by Key prior to World War Two was not related in a meaningful way to the development of strong state organizations and that Republican Party’s ascendance after the Dixiecrat Revolt may have even weakened Democratic party organizations. To the extent that one of V.O. Key’s (1949) contributions to our understanding of politics is that states with more disorganized primary elections have inferior candidates appear on the ballot in general elections, this finding should prove troublesome to those concerned about the quality of party nominees in the United States. 


This paper also assesses the extent to which primary election rules limited the number of candidates that competed for office in the South. Overall, the evidence is decidedly mixed on the effect of electoral laws on the effective number of candidates. For the periods both before and after the Dixiecrat revolt, almost 50% of all primary elections in the region had more candidates statewide than one would expect if voters and politicians were following the Duvergerian logic. Furthermore, at the state level the presence of an incumbent candidate appeared to have little effect on the number of candidates. It is true that there were relatively few cases where there were more than two candidates in states with plurality-rule primaries or three candidates in states with majority-rule with runoff primaries when an incumbent contested the race; however, that appears to be more a function of the scarcity of elections with incumbents, not a consequence of incumbents deterring potential challengers. 
The strongest evidence that electoral rules influenced political activities is found at the local level prior to the Dixiecrat revolt in 1948. In Southern gubernatorial primaries during this period, the relative frequency of violations of the Duvergerian logic was much less at the mean-county level than statewide. This suggests that voters were using local knowledge provided by either local factional bosses or friends and neighbors as a signal about which candidates were most viable in the election and this information was used to vote strategically. The apparent breakdown of strategic voting in elections after the Dixiecrat revolt seems to suggest that the information previously available to the electorate ceased to exist. Whether caused by the break-down of local Democratic organizations with the rise of the Republican party, as suggested in this paper, or because of changes in the media and/or social relationships after World War Two that transformed the information environment remains unclear, and presents a subject worth further study.
While inconsistent with the findings in Key’s original research, the conclusion that neither a two party system, nor a particular set of electoral rules, nor the presence of income and candidate is sufficient to limit the number of candidates competing for a party’s nomination for statewide office statewide office in primary elections should surprise no one. In year after year and in state after state we observe a plethora of candidates who throw their hat into the ring in primary election contests. Few of these individuals have a reasonable shot at winning the party’s nomination, but their decision to run – whether motivated by a desire to a personal political following with an aim to winning in later years, the enjoyment of the game, or delusions of grandeur—nevertheless has the same consequence of confusing the public by offering them an unreasonable number of choices in primary elections. Given the unsettling qualities of many of the candidates selected in the political free-for-alls during the era of the solid Democratic South, and the not infrequent bumblings of today’s politicians, perhaps is worth asking whether some alternative to the party primary could be used that might improve the quality of party nominees and ultimately the quality of governmental outcomes in the United States.
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Table One. Statewide effective number of candidates
	
	GA
	LA
	MS
	NC
	SC
	TX
	TN
	VA

	1919
	
	
	3.85
	
	
	
	
	

	1920
	2.74
	1.99
	
	2.88
	Ui
	3.50
	1.962
	

	1921
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.957

	1922
	2.74
	
	
	
	2.76
	Xi
	3.133
	

	1923
	
	
	4.14
	
	
	
	
	

	1924
	Ui
	2.99
	
	1.85
	2.00i
	5.11
	1.496i
	

	1925
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.902

	1926
	3.31
	
	
	
	5.90i
	2.56i
	2.039i
	

	1927
	
	
	3.04
	
	
	
	
	

	1928
	1.94i
	2.86
	
	U
	
	2.12i
	2.532i
	

	1929
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.625

	1930
	4.22
	
	
	
	5.87
	5.49
	1.939i
	

	1931
	
	
	3.69
	
	
	
	
	

	1932
	3.54
	2.36
	
	2.88
	
	3.07i
	2.845
	

	1933
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2.202

	1934
	1.86i
	
	
	
	3.87
	4.67
	1.947i
	

	1935
	
	
	3.64
	
	
	
	
	

	1936
	2.14
	1.80
	
	2.98
	
	2.83i
	1.799
	

	1937
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.316

	1938
	2.27i
	
	
	
	4.32
	2.96
	1.97i
	

	1939
	
	
	4.29
	
	
	
	
	

	1940
	2.43
	3.36
	
	4.53
	
	2.77i
	1.385i
	

	1941
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.626

	1942
	1.95i
	
	
	
	2.00
	1.82
	1.975i
	

	1943
	
	
	3.53
	
	
	
	
	

	1944
	
	4.22
	
	1.98
	
	1.39i
	1.296
	

	1945
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.722

	1946
	2.50
	
	
	
	4.47
	4.10
	1.974i
	

	1947
	
	
	2.43
	
	
	
	
	

	1948
	2.12
	3.46
	
	2.94
	
	2.75i
	2.029i
	

	Mean (All Contested Elections)
	2.60
	2.88
	3.57
	2.86
	3.90
	3.22
	2.02
	1.76

	# Contested Elections
	13
	8
	8
	7
	8
	14
	15
	8

	# Violations Duvergerian Logic
	3
	3
	7
	1
	5
	6
	5
	1

	# Contested with Incumbent Entry
	4
	0
	0
	0
	2
	7
	10
	0

	# Violations with Incumbent
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	3
	0


U = Unopposed, i = incumbent entered in race, X = Usable data unavailable

Table Two. Mean County effective number of candidates
	
	GA
	LA
	MS
	NC
	SC
	TX
	TN
	VA

	1919
	
	
	3.26
	
	
	
	
	

	1920
	2.38
	1.84
	
	2.35
	
	2.96
	1.70
	

	1921
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.77

	1922
	1.89
	
	
	
	2.69
	
	2.34
	

	1923
	
	
	3.49
	
	
	
	
	

	1924
	
	2.15
	
	1.74
	1.83
	4.00
	1.46
	

	1925
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.71

	1926
	2.58
	
	
	
	4.35
	2.48
	1.81
	

	1927
	
	
	2.75
	
	
	
	
	

	1928
	1.81
	2.26
	
	
	
	2.05
	2.21
	

	1929
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.54

	1930
	2.89
	
	
	
	3.91
	3.51
	1.79
	

	1931
	
	
	3.20
	
	
	
	
	

	1932
	2.75
	2.32
	
	2.29
	
	2.73
	2.50
	

	1933
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.84

	1934
	1.73
	
	
	
	3.37
	3.88
	1.91
	

	1935
	
	
	3.22
	
	
	
	
	

	1936
	2.02
	1.79
	
	2.54
	
	2.68
	1.81
	

	1937
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.23

	1938
	2.14
	
	
	
	3.68
	2.61
	1.93
	

	1939
	
	
	3.63
	
	
	
	
	

	1940
	2.11
	3.04
	
	3.35
	
	2.47
	1.44
	

	1941
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.60

	1942
	1.91
	
	
	
	1.91
	1.79
	1.71
	

	1943
	
	
	3.18
	
	
	
	
	

	1944
	
	3.38
	
	1.87
	
	1.35
	1.43
	

	1945
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.60

	1946
	2.25
	
	
	
	3.54
	3.76
	1.86
	

	1947
	
	
	2.23
	
	
	
	
	

	1948
	1.96
	2.79
	
	2.35
	
	2.50
	1.91
	

	Mean (All Contested Elections)
	2.19
	2.45
	3.12
	2.35
	3.16
	2.77
	1.85
	1.61

	# Contested Elections
	13
	8
	8
	7
	8
	14
	15
	8

	# Violations Duvergerian Logic
	0
	2
	6
	1
	5
	4
	3
	0

	# Contested with Incumbent Entry
	4
	0
	0
	0
	2
	7
	10
	0

	# Violations with Incumbent
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0


Table Three. Statewide effective number of candidates
	
	GA
	LA
	MS
	NC
	SC
	TX
	TN
	VA

	1949
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2.99

	1950
	2.11i
	
	
	
	1.80
	1.56
	2.01i
	

	1951
	
	
	4.90
	
	
	
	
	

	1952
	
	5.62
	
	2.03
	
	1.97i
	2.65
	

	1953
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.82

	1954
	4.15
	
	
	
	1.90
	2.11i
	1.84
	

	1955
	
	
	4.34
	
	
	
	
	

	1956
	
	2.92
	
	1.32
	
	3.36
	
	

	1957
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.48

	1958
	1.46
	
	
	
	2.84
	2.29i
	3.55
	

	1959
	
	4.40
	3.02
	
	
	
	
	

	1960
	
	
	
	3.38
	
	1.93i
	
	

	1961
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.97

	1962
	2.04
	
	
	
	2.11
	5.02i
	2.91
	

	1963
	
	4.92
	2.99
	
	
	
	
	

	1964
	
	
	
	3.06
	
	1.78i
	
	

	1965
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	U

	1966
	4.42
	
	
	
	U
	1.65i
	1.99
	

	1967
	
	1.46i
	4.12
	
	
	
	
	

	1968
	
	
	
	2.65
	
	5.85
	
	

	1969
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2.87*

	1970
	2.58
	
	
	
	U
	X
	3.00
	

	1971
	
	4.38
	3.67
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean (All Contested Elections)
	2.79
	3.95
	3.84
	2.49
	2.16
	2.75
	2.56
	2.22

	# Contested Elections
	6
	6
	6
	5
	4
	10
	7
	5

	# Violations Duvergerian Logic
	2
	4
	5
	2
	0
	3
	5
	1

	# with Incumbent Entry
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	7
	1
	0

	# Violations with Incumbent
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0


X = Inconsistencies in the 1970 data-county-level data. Our dataset provides primary election returns, but Bartley and Graham say the election was uncontested

* Indicates that Virginia used majority-rule with run-off that year, U = Unopposed, i = incumbent entered in race

Table Four. Mean County effective number of candidates
	
	GA
	LA
	MS
	NC
	SC
	TX
	TN
	VA

	1949
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2.63

	1950
	2.00
	
	
	
	1.73
	1.36
	1.91
	

	1951
	
	
	4.16
	
	
	
	
	

	1952
	
	4.27
	
	1.91
	
	Y
	2.45
	

	1953
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.66

	1954
	3.04
	
	
	
	1.78
	1.9
	1.81
	

	1955
	
	
	3.49
	
	
	
	
	

	1956
	
	2.45
	
	1.33
	
	3.24
	
	

	1957
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.30

	1958
	1.52
	
	
	
	2.63
	2.12
	2.91
	

	1959
	
	3.85
	2.75
	
	
	
	
	

	1960
	
	
	
	2.75
	
	1.91
	
	

	1961
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1.73

	1962
	1.98
	
	
	
	2.09
	4.31
	2.40
	

	1963
	
	4.19
	2.75
	
	
	
	
	

	1964
	
	
	
	2.53
	
	1.7
	
	

	1965
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	U

	1966
	3.62
	
	
	
	U
	1.56
	1.95
	

	1967
	
	1.55
	3.71
	
	
	
	
	

	1968
	
	
	
	2.38
	
	4.35
	
	

	1969
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2.55

	1970
	2.39
	
	
	
	U
	X
	2.67
	

	1971
	
	3.68
	3.5
	
	
	
	
	

	Mean (All Contested Elections)
	2.43
	3.33
	3.39
	2.18
	2.06
	2.49
	2.30
	1.97

	# Contested Elections
	6
	6
	6
	5
	4
	9
	7
	5

	# Violations Duvergerian Logic
	2
	4
	4
	0
	0
	3
	4
	1

	# with Incumbent Entry
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	7
	1
	0

	# Violations with Incumbent
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0


X = Inconsistencies in the 1970 data-county-level data available, but Bartley and Graham say the election was uncontested

Y = No electronic county-level data

U = Unopposed
� Southern states either had norms that limited Governor’s to a pair of two-year terms to run for reelection only once and that Governor’s in most states with four-year terms were term-limited, and ambitious politician may have been well-served to sit out races with an incumbent and enter the race the following year against a weaker opponent (Black 1983, pg. 597, FN 4).


� Key (1949) too conjectures that electoral rules may have been a factor in the South. He writes:


… in the formation of bifactional combinations and coalitions to win pluralities, groups of politicians would develop habits of working together and more or less continuing factional organizations would grow up. In the absence of such incentives to work together, numerous clusters of political leadership maintain independence, work up their temperatures in the first primary campaign, and develop only an arms-length and transient alliance in the second primary (Key 1949, pg. 420).





Key (1949) ultimately seems to favor the opposition party hypothesis because of the weight he places on North Carolina which he characterizes as bifactional with a runoff system and a weak (but existent) Republican Party presence as the crucial case.


� Preferential voting was used in Democratic primaries in Alabama until 1931 and Florida until 1928. Plurality-rule with runoff was used in Arkansas before 1939. To avoid confounding effects of changes in electoral rules that could have disrupted factional arrangements, these three Southern states were excluded from Grynaviski’s (2004) study and are excluded here.


� The one possible exception occurred in Tennessee where the incumbent Governor advanced to the post after the death of Austin Peay, which would therefore not count as a reelection campaign.


� Also note that because institutions denying blacks the right to vote were already in place, a faction within the Democratic Party seeking black votes would first have had to accomplish the impossible task of winning a majority in the state legislature that supported civil rights legislation. 





� 1971 is the last year for which county-level vote returns are available in electronic format.


� Table Four also reports the number of violations of the Duvergerian logic with an incumbent candidate entered in the primary. While there was only one violation of the predictions drawn from electoral rules in the period after 1949 with an incumbent entry, this is essentially the same result observed statewide, is not significant in (2 tests and contributes little to the discussion. It is included only for completeness’ sake.
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