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Abstract

For some time now, the Latino voice has been gradually gaining strength in
American politics, particularly in such states as California, Florida, lllinois, New
York, and Texas, where large numbers of Latino immigrants have settled and
large numbers of electoral votes are at stake. Yet the issues public officials in
these states espouse and the laws they enact often do not coincide with the
interests and preferences of Latinos. The fact that Latinos in California and
elsewhere have not been able to influence the political agenda in a way that is
commensurate with their numbers may reflect their failure to participate fully in
the political process by first registering to vote and then consistently turning out
on election day to cast their ballots.

To understand Latino voting behavior, | first examine Latino political
participation in California during the ten general elections of the 1980s and
1990s, seeking to understand what percentage of the eligible Latino population
registers to vote, with what political party they register, how many registered
Latinos to go the polls on election day, and what factors might increase their
participation in politics. To ensure that my findings are not unique to California, |
also consider Latino voter registration and turnout in Texas for the five general
elections of the 1990s and compare these results with my California findings.

| offer a new approach to studying Latino political participation in which |

rely on county-level aggregate data, rather than on individual survey data, and
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employ the ecological inference method of generalized bounds. | calculate and
compare Latino and white voting-age populations, registration rates, turnout
rates, and party affiliation rates for California's fifty-eight counties. Then, in a
secondary grouped logit analysis, | consider the factors that influence these
Latino and white registration, turnout, and party affiliation rates.

| find that California Latinos register and turn out at substantially lower
rates than do whites and that these rates are more volatile than those of whites. |
find that Latino registration is motivated predominantly by age and education,
with older and more educated Latinos being more likely to register. Motor voter
legislation, which was passed to ease and simplify the registration process, has
not encouraged Latino registration. | find that turnout among California's Latino
voters is influenced primarily by issues, income, educational attainment, and the
size of the Spanish-speaking communities in which they reside.  Although
language skills may be an obstacle to political participation for an individual, the
number of Spanish-speaking households in a community does not encourage or
discourage registration but may encourage turnout, suggesting that cultural and
linguistic assimilation may not be the entire answer.

With regard to party identification, | find that Democrats can expect a
steady Latino political identification rate between 50 and 60 percent, while
Republicans attract 20 to 30 percent of Latino registrants. | find that education

and income are the dominant factors in determining Latino political party
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identification, which appears to be no more volatile than that of the larger
electorate.

Next, when | consider registration and turnout in Texas, | find that Latino
registration rates are nearly equal to those of whites but that Texas Latino
turnout rates are volatile and substantially lower than those of whites.

Low turnout rates among Latinos and the volatility of these rates may
explain why Latinos in California and Texas have had little influence on the
political agenda even though their numbers are large and increasing. Simply put,
the voices of Latinos are little heard in the halls of government because they do
not turn out consistently to cast their votes on election day.

While these findings suggest that there may not be any short-term or
quick fixes to Latino participation, they also suggest that Latinos should be
encouraged to participate more fully in the political process and that additional
education may be one means of achieving this goal. Candidates should speak
more directly to the issues that concern Latinos. Political parties should view
Latinos as crossover voters rather than as potential converts. In other words, if
Latinos were "a sleeping giant," they may now be a still-drowsy leviathan waiting

to be wooed by either party's persuasive political messages and relevant issues.
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Chapter 1. Introduction: Latino Citizenship and Participation
in California Politics

For some time now the Latino voice has been gradually gaining strength in
American politics and finding an increasingly receptive audience among
American politicians. In such states as California, Florida, lllinois, New York, and
Texas, where large numbers of electoral votes are at stake, immigration of new
Latino residents and births among existing Latino residents are increasing the
Latino population to the level of a critical political mass, one that candidates and
parties must reckon with. As a consequence, during the 2000 presidential
election, both Democrats and Republicans took note of the Latino interest in
education, concern about job opportunities, and emphasis on family values and
wrote platforms containing planks to address these concerns and appeal to this
increasingly important constituency. However, once the conventions were over
and the spotlight shifted to campaigning, both major political parties chose
largely to ignore the Latino electorate.’

Although the Latino influence on American politics is evident in several
states, nowhere is it more apparent than in California. The Golden State shares

a border with Mexico and was under Mexican rule from 1822 until the signing of

' According to an article that appeared in the Los Angeles Times, presidential
candidates George W. Bush and Al Gore “hardly uttered a word about Latino
issues in their debates, and key legislative priorities for Latino immigrants were
killed by Democrats and Republicans alike from Sacramento to Capitol Hill”
(October 29, 2000, p. M-1).
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the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo ended the Mexican War in 1848.> As a result,
for nearly two hundred years, the economic destinies of California and Mexico
have been inextricably intertwined. In good times and bad, California has
reached deep into Mexico for the cheap labor needed to support its agricultural
industry, and Mexican laborers and their families have immigrated to California
seeking jobs in its fields and factories, education in its schools, and opportunity
in its cities and countryside.

During the past century, many Californians have viewed these immigrants
as second-class citizens whom they welcomed in their fields but were reluctant
to admit to full participation in the political process. This view is changing
because of the numbers of Mexican and other Latino immigrants who live in
California. The Golden State is home to more than one-third of the United
States Latino population, and this population is increasing rapidly.®> In 1990, the

statewide population of Latinos was 7.8 million; by 2000, this number had risen

? This treaty set the Rio Grande as the new boundary of the United States of
America and granted this country territory comprising the present states of
California, Nevada, Utah, New Mexico, Arizona, and parts of Wyoming and
Colorado. Two years later, on September 9, 1850, California became the thirty-
first state to enter the union.

° The words Hispanic and Latino have been used interchangeably in the
literature to name a person of Latin-American origin living in the United States.
For the sake of consistency, | have chosen to use the word Latino throughout
this paper, except, of course, when | am quoting directly from another source.
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to more than 10.7 million, 31 percent of California's population.* Within the next
few decades, Latinos will constitute the largest single racial/ethnic group in the
state. Because most of this increase will be the result of births in California, not
immigration, the vast majority of these Latinos will be entitled to all rights of
citizenship, including both registering to vote and casting their ballots.

This dramatic increase in population suggests that Latinos may soon
enjoy the increase in political power that has eluded them thus far. During the
1990s, the issues discussed in California’s state capital and the initiatives
passed in its precincts concerned eliminating affirmative action in public hiring
and school admissions, denying public education and health care to the children
of illegal immigrants, and eliminating bilingual education. Because these issues
do not reflect the Latino agenda and may, in fact, be contrary to it, they provide
evidence that the political power of Latinos has not been commensurate with
their numbers (de la Garza, 1996; Uhlaner, 1996; Verba et al., 1995). Additional
evidence comes from Capitol Hill, where legislative actions taken by both major
political parties during 2000 have ignored key legislative priorities of Latino

immigrants. This continuing discrepancy between large population figures and

* All of the population estimates are from the Demographic Research Unit of the
California Department of Finance's data set entitled Race/Ethnic Population with
Age and Sex Detail, 1970-2040, which is available at the department's Web site,
www.dof.ca.gov. The Department of Finance used the 1990 U.S. Census data,
as well as data collected annually at the county level, to produce estimates of the
population of each racial and ethnic group in each year. For a detailed
explanation of how the estimates were calculated, see the department's Web
site.
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minimal political influence is the riddle my research seeks to solve, and the
solution may lie in explaining why Latinos fail to participate fully in the political
process.

In a representative democracy, voting is both the primary means by which
citizens acquire political power and the fundamental way in which they exercise
it. Yet, researchers have repeatedly found relatively low voter turnout rates
among Latinos. For example, Uhlaner, Cain, and Kiewiet observed that in
California only 60 percent of the eligible Latinos voted in 1984, compared with 76
percent of their white counterparts (Uhlaner et al., 1989). Participants in the
electoral process are predominantly white, middle-aged or older, employed, of
higher income, and of higher educational attainment.® As a result, many elected
officials “are not descriptively representative of the populations from which they
are drawn. Instead, they are more likely to be male, affluent, educated, and of
the dominant racial and ethnic groups” (Verba et al, 1995, p. 165), which may
help to explain why the issues these public officials espouse and the laws they

enact often do not coincide with the interests and preferences of Latinos.

° In the 1992 presidential election, for example, 70 percent of whites, 64 percent
of blacks, and 35 percent of Latinos turned out to vote. Forty-eight percent of
those aged 18 through 20 turned out, 55 percent of those aged 21 through 24
turned out, and 75 percent of those aged 45 through 64 turned out. While 70
percent of the employed voted, only 54 percent of the unemployed did so. Only
44 percent of those with eight or fewer years of education voted, while 85
percent of those with at least four years of college did so. These turnout
percentages are typical for national elections. Harold D. Stanley and Richard G.
Niemi, Vital Statistics on American Politics (5" ed.; Washington, D.C.:
Congressional Quarterly Books, 1995), pp. 79 — 80.
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But the issues of immigration and affirmative action may have awakened
what some political observers have called “a sleeping giant” and energized
previously apathetic Latino voters, causing many young Latinos to express their
political opinions by demonstrating and many Latino immigrants to become
citizens and acquire the right to vote.® For example, the Marchistas walked from
Sacramento to San Diego to protest Proposition 209, the initiative to prohibit
preferential treatment on the basis of race, sex, ethnicity, or national origin in
public employment, education, and contracting; and youth leaders in the
Movimiento Estudiantii Chicano de Aztlan (MEChA) in San Diego County
organized demonstrations against Proposition 187, the initiative to deny certain
publicly funded social and health care services to illegal immigrants and to
prevent their enrollment in tax-supported educational institutions. At the time of
the 1997 mayoral election in Los Angeles, one in three adult residents was not a
citizen. Now, nearly half of the 25,000 citizenship applications received by the
Los Angeles district office of the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS)
each month are from Latinos.

Thus, the balance of political power may be shifting. There is growing
anecdotal evidence that Latino participation and influence in California politics

are increasing. For example, in 1996, Sally Morales Havice (East Los Angeles),

® George Skelton, in his Political Journal column entitled “A Wake-Up Call for
GOP About a Wide-Awake Giant,” which appeared in the Los Angeles Times on
Monday, December 15, 1997, at page A-3, quoted a former advisor to Governor
Pete Wilson as having summed it up this way, “We walked over the giant on our
way to reelection in 1994, but in the process we woke it up.”



Deborah Ortiz (Sacramento), and Tony Cardenas (San Fernando Valley) were
all elected to the state Assembly. Also in 1996, Cruz Bustamante, a Democrat
from Fresno, became the first Latino speaker of the Assembly; he was
succeeded in February 1998 by another Latino, Antonio Villaraigosa, a Democrat
from Los Angeles. Likewise in 1996, Democrat Loretta Sanchez became the first
Latina to represent Orange County in the nation’s capital when she defeated
Republican Bob Dornan in California’'s 46™ Congressional District. Further
evidence that Latino political power is increasing came in November 1998, when
Representative Sanchez was reelected to this congressional seat and Cruz
Bustamante was elected lieutenant governor of California, thereby becoming the
first Latino elected to office by statewide vote in more than one hundred years.
Currently, a Latino caucus of nineteen California legislators has been flexing its
political muscle in Sacramento, and Antonio Villaraigosa is vying to become the
first Latino mayor of Los Angeles in modern times.

This research examines Latino participation in California politics. Through
this research, | hope to gain an understanding of what percentage of the eligible
Latino population registers to vote, with what political party they register, how
many registered Latinos go to the polls on election day, what factors might
increase their participation in politics, and whether increased political

participation will lead to greater political power for Latinos.



Case Study

| focus on Latino political participation in the state of California, thereby making
this work a case study. As with any case study, this approach will allow a better
and more in-depth understanding of the subject—in this case, Latino registration
and turnout in California—but at the expense of applicability to the larger
population. In this instance, the benefit of focusing on California is the ability to
use aggregate instead of survey data, which allows the study of Latino
participation over a longer period of time than before and should guarantee more
accurate results and findings.

The methodological literature has warned against attempting to rely on
one observation or case to empirically test political theories because of the
mistake of causal inference and the danger of making inappropriate comparisons
(King et al., 1994, Chapter 6). To avoid the first problem, | select the county as
my unit of analysis, thereby increasing the number of observations from one to
fifty-eight. To avoid the second problem, | broaden my study to include Latino
registration and turnout during the 1990s in the state of Texas, which is similar to
California in that it has a large Latino population that is predominantly Mexican
American and shares a border with Mexico.

In addition, studying Latino political participation in California during these
ten elections (1980-1998) affords me an opportunity to test the importance of a
variety of different influences on Latino participation including initiatives and a

change in the federal voter registration law. For example, | can consider the
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effects of Proposition 187, the anti-immigrant initiative, and Proposition 209, the
anti-affirmative action initiative, on Latino registration and turnout. Although
these initiatives may be unique to California, the question of whether or not
divisive issues and propositions can mobilize Latinos is not. | can also consider
how the implementation of federal "motor voter" legislation may have mobilized
the Latino electorate in California and elsewhere.

Further, because California's Latino population is divided among 58
diverse counties, | can study how various characteristics of these counties, such
as the size of the Latino voting-age population, the age composition, the
educational attainment, the median income, the number of Spanish-speaking
households, and whether the county is urban or rural, each influence Latino
voting.  Therefore, | would argue that this study should provide insight into
Latino political behavior in general.

However, California’'s geographic location and the composition of its
Latino population may make some of the conclusions less applicable to other
states. California shares a border with Mexico, and its Latino population is 80
percent Mexican American.” The two primary reasons these results would not be
applicable to political participation are the differences between Mexican

Americans living in California and in other states and the fact that other Latino

" Population Estimates Program, Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau,
States ranked by Hispanic Population in 1998.



populations, such as Puerto Ricans and Cubans, participate differently from
Mexican Americans.

For example, although the Latino population of New Mexico is also
primarily Mexican (57 percent), the political participation of Latinos in New
Mexico has been noticeably different.® In New Mexico, Latinos are much more
incorporated into the social and economic fabric of the state than is commonly
true elsewhere and are considered to be major players in the Democratic Party
(Garcia, 1996). These facts suggest that Latino participation may be very
different in New Mexico from what it is in California.

In states such as New York and Florida, where the Latino populations are
predominately Puerto Rican (49 percent) and Cuban (43 percent), | would expect
that some of my findings would not be applicable.® Although members of these
groups must become citizens to vote and participate fully in the political process,
these observed differences may be attributed to variances in naturalization rates
and political status. For example, Mexican Americans have the second lowest
naturalization rate among all immigrants (de la Garza, 1996), and Puerto Ricans
who are residents of the United States but not citizens still enjoy some limited
voting rights. In addition, researchers have found that the three dominate Latino

populations—Mexican Americans, Puerto Ricans, and Cubans—participate at

#1990 U.S. Census Data, Database C90STF1A.

91990 U.S. Census Data, Database C90STF1A.
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different rates (de la Garza et al., 1992), with Cubans participating the most
consistently, Puerto Ricans the least, and Mexican Americans somewhere in
between. These three racial groups also typically disagree on issues and party
affiliation, with Cubans preferring the Republican Party while other Latinos
register with the Democratic Party (de la Garza et al., 1992; Uhlaner, 1996).

Because of these differences within the Latino community, | also include a
chapter about Texas in which | study the Latino voter registration and turnout in
this state for the five general elections of the 1990s and compare these results
with my California findings. Texas has the second largest Latino population in
the United States and is home to nearly 20 percent of the nation's Latinos. Like
California, its population is predominately Mexican American (90 percent). By
considering both of these states, | am able to gain an understanding of the
political behavior of half of the nation's Latino population.

Even if the generalizability of these results is questioned, this research
can begin to explain the nation's largest and fastest-growing Latino population
and its influence on politics in a state that regularly plays a major role on the
national political stage with its governors often seeking the presidency and its 54

electors helping to select the President.

Scope of this Research
As with any research of this kind, the results are limited by the available data and

the researcher is limited by a deadline. The project must be defined before it can
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be approached, and the problem must be refined before answers can be sought.
Within any single work or any finite period of time, not all interesting aspects of a
problem can be explored or all challenging questions answered. For these
reasons, | focus my research on Latino voter registration and turnout in California
and Texas. | study Latinos as a group, rather than dividing them by country of
origin or considering the ethnic subsets of this group. And | use aggregate data
rather than telephone survey data so that | can study Latino voting patterns over
an eighteen-year period. My choices and their consequences are discussed in

the paragraphs that follow.

Focus on Voter Registration and Turnout. Although political participation
takes many forms, including walking precincts, making political contributions,
demonstrating for a cause or a candidate, contacting elected officials, and
holding local office, | focus my research on a citizen's most fundamental form of
political participation, voting. Understanding voting behavior is important
because the United States democratic political process is predicated upon the
fundamental right of each citizen to vote and to have his vote be equal in value
to each other vote cast. However, if the preferences of the voting public are not
representative of the voting-eligible population, equality in voting rights may not
yield equality of voting results. During the previous twenty years, Latinos have
repeatedly been found to vote at lower rates than whites (several examples are

Wolfinger and Rosenstone, 1980; Calvo and Rosenstone, 1989; Uhlaner et al.,



12

1989; and Alvarez and Butterfield, 1999) and to have different issue concerns
(de la Garza, 1996; Uhlaner, 1996; Verba et al., 1995). Therefore, it is
imperative to understand the rate at which the Latino population is turning out
and why Latinos continue not to vote and not to let their voices be heard in the
halls of government.

| offer several new approaches to studying Latino voting. | consider both
aspects of voting, registration and turnout. In addition, by focusing my study on
the aspects of voting, | can analyze these rates over a longer period of time (that
is, the ten elections in the years 1980 through 1998) and consider them during
both midterm and presidential elections. In addition, | also benefit by relying on
a new data source and a new statistical method, which will allow me to avoid the
problems that plague survey data of either not contacting enough Latinos or
misreporting. Certainly, by limiting my research in this way, | cannot fully explain
Latino political participation; however, | can better understand to what extent
Latinos register and vote and why they do so, which is a necessary first step and
may help explain other political behavior.
Latinos. The United States Latino population is a heterogeneous population
made up of Mexican Americans (62 percent), Puerto Ricans (15 percent),
Cubans (5 percent), and Central and South Americans (18 percent) with
economic, social, and historical differences that have caused some scholars to
argue that its individual ethnic populations must be studied separately to

understand Latino political participation (Calvo and Rosenstone, 1989; Nelson
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and Tienda, 1985; de la Garza et al., 1992). Unfortunately, the data that would
permit me to study the voting behavior of these ethnic subsets separately are
currently not available. However, other scholars have found that studying
Latinos as a single population may be appropriate.

While researchers agree that differences exist within the Latino
population, they also argue that viewing Latinos as a single political group may
become more appropriate as this population grows, their differences lessen
(Caplan, 1987), and their policy concerns converge on such issues as education,
employment, and health care (Moore and Pachon, 1985). Other researchers
suggest that viewing separate Latino populations as a single group is not a
problem if the focus is on shared concerns rather than on distinguishing
characteristics. For example, Peter Skerry (1997) argues that these populations
share a common language, faith, and emphasis on family. Further, it could be
argued that all of the racial categories used to classify individuals for political
purposes are the sum of heterogeneous groups. For example, whites can be
individuals who are recent immigrants or sixth-generation Americans. They can
speak English, French, Gaelic, German, or any number of other languages.
Whites hold advanced college degrees or may not have completed grade school.
They can practice any number of religious faiths. So, perhaps the aggregation of
Latinos is no different from the aggregation of individuals or groups within any

other racial category.



14

In addition, Latino lobbying organizations and political publications have
chosen to aggregate themselves to increase their reach and their political clout.
Examples include the Hispanic Caucus; Hispanic Link, a weekly newsletter
culling news of interest to all Hispanics; Hispanic, a general-interest English-
language monthly; and the National Coalition of Hispanic Health and Human
Services Organizations (Skerry, 1997). When asked, individual Latinos often
indicate that they think of themselves first as “Hispanics” and then as Americans,
which suggests that not only do politically savvy groups view themselves as
Hispanic or Latino but individual voters do as well (Hero, 1992, p. 59). Also, my
focus on California supports this aggregation because California’s Latino
population is racially homogeneous. Eighty percent of California’'s Latino
population is Mexican." Therefore, although, the efficacy of studying Latinos as
an aggregated group has been questioned and my doing so may limit my
conclusions in some way, this approach is supported by the literature, by
practical experience, and by Latinos themselves.
Latino Data Sources. In this section, | examine the traditional sources of
information about Latino political involvement, summarize my reasons for
seeking alternatives, and describe the one | ultimately select.

The study of Latino political participation has been hampered by a lack of

reliable and consistent data sources. For example, the University of Michigan’s

' As of 1990, California’s Latino population (7,687,938) was made up of
6,118,996 Mexicans, 126,417 Puerto Ricans, 71,977 Cubans, and 1,370,548
Other Hispanic (1990 U.S. Census Data, Database C90STF1A).
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Center for Political Studies’ American National Elections Studies (NES) has been
gathering data for every midterm and presidential election since 1952; however,
NES systematically undersamples lower socioeconomic populations (Abramson
et al., 1990), which means that many minority groups, including Latinos, are
underrepresented (Estrada et al.,, 1988; Miller, 1991). This shortcoming of the
NES data makes this minority political behavior and Latino political behavior
specifically difficult to study.

An alternative data source is the U.S. Bureau of the Census. Although,
the United States has conducted a decennial census since 1790 (for more than
200 years), the Census Bureau did not attempt to count Latinos until 1930. In
addition, the bureau has changed its method of classifying this particular
population several times. In the 1930 census, the classification was by race and
included the category Mexican. In 1940, the race question was replaced by one
that asked if Spanish was the mother tongue, which resulted in an aggregation of
the Spanish-speaking population. In the 1950 and 1960 censuses, the question
was no longer about language but was, instead, about last name, which resulted
in an aggregation of respondents with Spanish surnames. As with other
methods of aggregated classification, this method resulted in the grouping
together of a very heterogeneous population and made impossible the
examination of subsets of this population. Beginning in 1970, classification was
done by origin of descent. In 1980, this classification method was expanded to

race. For example, Mexican Americans are classified by Spanish origin and then
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by race or type, in this case, Mexican. The changing nature of the classification
of this population makes longitudinal studies nearly impossible because the
researcher is not comparing the same populations." Even though the census
data suffer from inconsistent classification methods and the limitations that
characterize any self-administered written survey, they can be used to determine

general trends in the population’s composition. '

Between censuses, very little effort is made to document the Hispanic
population.” The Bureau of the Census issues annual Current Population
Surveys. One of these deals specifically with the United States Hispanic
population. The survey includes data about such socioeconomic characteristics
as income and education like the decennial census. Recent editions of this
survey separate the data by race, including Mexican. Thus, this survey provides
valuable data about the Hispanic population. In 1964, the Census Bureau began

issuing data about voting behavior for each midterm and presidential election as

" Qut of desperation, several researchers have attempted to make comparisons
across the 1970, 1980, and 1990 censuses, but these efforts have resulted in
more frustrations than valid conclusions (Arvizu and Garcia, 1996).

'> The Hispanic population typically has a low response level. To compensate
for this low response level, the Bureau of the Census developed a method of
high density tests to be conducted in 1991 to guarantee that the data collected in
the 1990 census reflected the true population with a given degree of certainty.

® This may be changing with the implementation of the U.S. Census Bureau's
new American Community Survey plan. This new survey will begin in 2003 in
every county in the United States. It will provide demographic, housing, social,
and economic characteristics every year for all of the states, as well as for all
cities and counties.
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well. However, neither registration and turnout rates nor Latino voting behavior
has been consistently reported.’ The shortcomings of these data are that they
were collected only at the national level. Currently, there are no equivalent state-
level data. In addition, longitudinal studies are impossible because of the

changing classifications of Latinos as noted above.

More recently, researchers have had two new sources of data, the Latino
National Political Survey (LNPS) and the Citizen Participation Study (CPA). The
LNPS was the first national sample of Latinos conducted in the United States.
The LNPS was administered during an eight-month period between August 1989
and April 1990 in forty standard metropolitan statistical areas. The survey data
were gathered using in-home interviews in either English or Spanish.” This
study allowed for the first time the in-depth study and comparison of Mexican,
Puerto Rican, and Cuban political behavior. The CPA was conducted
approximately at the same time as the LNPS in the months before and after the
1990 presidential election. Although the primary focus of this survey was not
Hispanics, it does contain a significant portion of Latinos. The survey consisted

of two portions, a brief telephone interview followed by an extended in-person

'* Hispanic voting behavior was not reported in 1972, and registration rates were
not reported in 1964.

' The data set contains 1,546 Mexicans, 589 Puerto Ricans, 682 Cubans, and
456 non-Hispanic whites.



18
interview. The benefit of this survey was that the researchers defined political
participation broadly and considered new ways of measuring it.

Because of the lack of available data sources, researchers have often
sought new ones. They have even conducted their own surveys in the hope of
better understanding Latino political participation and have narrowed their focus
from the national to the state level (Uhlaner, Cain, and Kiewiet, 1989; Cain et al.,
1991)." One data collection method researchers have relied on is large
telephone surveys. A benefit of this method is the ability to obtain detailed
information about a respondent’s socioeconomic characteristics and political
opinions and involvement. The breadth of these data enables the researcher to
test what factors are important in determining an individual’'s decisions to register
and to vote.

However, when used for this purpose, telephone surveys have two
significant flaws. First, they overstate the proportions of voters who register and
turn out. For example, in the widely cited and well-known recent work about
political participation by Verba, Schlozman, and Brady, entitled Voice and
Equality, the authors find that 71 percent of their telephone survey sample

reported voting in the 1988 U.S. presidential election. However, only about 50

'® Private research groups and think tanks have tried to develop formulas and
methods to calculate this population. For example, the Center for the Continuing
Study of the California Economy has studied the Latino population and made
valid estimates of the size and projected the growth rate of this population.
Typically, these estimates are developed for business uses; therefore, the Latino
population has been viewed as a whole. This aggregation makes the data
unusable for analysis of a specific subset of the population.
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percent of the national electorate turned out to vote in that election. This
overreporting of turnout is endemic in studies that employ telephone surveys,
and it dramatically influences a researcher’s ability to determine accurately the
levels of turnout and the reasons some eligible individuals did not vote (Teixeira,
1992).

Second, although the typical telephone survey attempts to be
representative of the national American electorate, it does not adequately
sample racial or ethnic groups, making it impossible to draw reliable inferences
about their political behavior. To address this problem, some researchers have
advocated the oversampling of minority groups (de la Garza et al., 1992; Uhlaner
et al.,, 1989). However, intentional oversampling may bias the data if racial or
ethnic group respondents are concentrated in a single neighborhood or
geographic area and does not solve the participation overreporting problem.

In addition, both the census data and the telephone survey data currently
available force the researcher to study Latino political behavior at one point in
time. To study Latino political behavior over time, researchers are forced to
compare the results of several different telephone surveys taken at different
times (see, for example, Uhlaner, 1996). However, because of the differences in
the survey wording and the ethnic, geographic, and demographic composition of
the respondents, results from two different surveys even with careful analysis are

difficult to compare and could be misleading.
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Because of the flaws inherent in relying on telephone survey data and
comparing several different surveys, | offer a different approach (Alvarez and
Butterfield, 1999) and several new, alternative data sources. By focusing my
research on the California Latino population instead of attempting to do a
national study, | can use aggregate data instead of individual data. Specifically, |
use the Demographic Research Unit of the California Department of Finance’s
data set entitled Race/Ethnic Population with Age and Sex Detail, 1970-2040,
which is available at the department's Web site, www.dof.ca.gov. These data
were used because the Demographic Research Unit of the California
Department of Finance is designated as the single official source of demographic
data for state planning and budgeting, and these data provided me with the
necessary yearly projections of county-level total populations classified by
ethnicity. | also relied on total registration, party registration, and turnout figures
published by the California Secretary of State’s office in the “Statement of the
Vote.” | supplemented these data with county-level estimates of such individual
characteristics as citizenship status and age and with incarcerated population
data from the U.S. Census Bureau. Therefore, | use California county-level
estimates of Latino and white voting-age populations, of registration, and of
turnout to produce estimates of Latino and white voter registration for each
county during the general elections of the 1980s (1980, 1982, 1984, 1986, and
1988) and the 1990s (1990, 1992, 1994, 1996, and 1998) and turnout for each

county during the general elections of the 1990s, employing the method of
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generalized bounds (King, 1997). | look at these last two decades of the
twentieth century because the Latino population in the United States has
increased rapidly during this time and has been presented with several
opportunities to respond to critical issues and institutional change. My analysis
of this period should provide both a greater understanding of past behavior and a

basis for predicting future patterns.

Research Questions

Because historically data about Latino political participation has been lacking,
the studies and conclusions about Latino participation have been limited and
mixed. In general, Latinos have been found to register and turn out at rates that
are significantly lower than those of whites (for example, see Wolfinger and
Rosenstone, 1980; Calvo and Rosenstone, 1989). These differences have been
attributed to citizenship status, language, and socioeconomic factors such as
income, education, and age. Latinos with the exception of Cuban Americans
have also identified strongly with the Democratic Party (for example, Uhlaner,
1996). My work should help to clarify and verify these previous results.

First, by studying 10 elections, | can begin to answer some general
questions about Latino registration and turnout. Specifically, how has Latino
registration and turnout changed during the previous twenty years? Has
registration increased? And if so, by how much? Has turnout increased? And

what is the magnitude of this change? How does Latino participation fluctuate
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between presidential and midterm elections? In what counties is Latino
registration and turnout the highest? In what counties are these rates increasing
most rapidly? With what party do Latinos register? And is this party registration
consistent?

Once | have answered these questions about the registration and turnout
rates of Latinos, then | can consider the demographic, cultural, institutional, and
contextual factors that may be causing these observed rates and changes.

Party Registration. Previous research has found that, with the exception of
Cuban Americans, Latinos consistently register as Democrats. Does this
registration pattern still persist? In addition, | can consider the fluctuation in party
registration to determine if it was influenced by the surfacing of Proposition 187,
an anti-immigration initiative, and Proposition 209, an anti-affirmative-action
initiative, and their being supported by Republican candidates. | would expect
these initiatives to cause Latinos to register with the Democratic Party at a higher
rate.

Institutional Changes and Motor Voter Legislation. Researchers have often
argued that cumbersome voter registration procedures are an obstacle to Latino
participation (Calvo and Rosenstone, 1989). However, the extension of the
Voting Rights Act and the passage of motor voter legislation should have
reduced these obstacles. For example, de la Garza and DeSipio (1993) argue
that the Voting Rights Act has been a central element in Latinos’ gaining political

power. How has the passage of motor voter legislation changed Latino



23
participation? | would argue that implementation of the motor voter law would
increase Latino registration and, perhaps, turnout.
Standard Socioeconomic Factors. When studying political participation,
researchers have consistently found that socioeconomic factors, such as
education, income, and occupation, influence an individual's decision regarding
whether to vote or not (Wolfinger and Rosenstone, 1980). However, these
factors have been found to be less important for Latinos (Calvo and Rosenstone,
1989). More recent research has found that these socioeconomic, or class,
variables are important in determining Latino political participation (Arvizu and
Garcia, 1996). | would expect that these factors would be important in
determining whether or not a Latino decides to register and to turn out as this
population becomes more assimilated into the political culture.
Age. Registration and turnout rates have traditionally been viewed as low
among the youngest voters and increasing with age and declining in very old age
for both whites and Latinos (Wolfinger and Rosenstone, 1980; Calvo and
Rosenstone, 1989).
Partisanship. If partisanship is defined as firm adherence to a political party,
then it is interesting to ask how group partisanship influences the political
participation of individual Latinos. | would expect that strong group partisanship
in counties would discourage participation by any individuals who feel that they

cannot influence the political process or have a voice in it.
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Cultural Differences. Are cultural differences still important in determining
Latino participation? Earlier research suggested that lower Latino registration
and turnout rates could be explained, in part, by language and nativity
differences (Wolfinger and Rosenstone, 1980, Calvo and Rosenstone, 1989). |
would expect these influences on registration and turnout to diminish as more
and more of this population is native born and becomes fluent in English.

Latino Voting-Age Population Size. | would argue that the size of the Latino
VAP may influence white voter participation. Feeling the threat posed by the
presence of a large and politically active Latino population may encourage
whites to participate.

Issue Voting. Researchers have found that Latinos are less likely to turn out in
initiative elections than in candidate elections and offer as an explanation the
fact that complex issues tend to discourage participation (Hero, 1992, p. 64). |
submit that this may be true when the issues are not of personal concern but
would argue that Latinos will turn out in initiative elections if they perceive that
the issues being voted upon are relevant to them. For example, Latina women
have had long histories of being active in community movements over issues
that have concerned them, such as schools and safety (Pardo, 1997; Hardy-
Fanta, 1997). Therefore, | would argue that Latino registration and turnout
should be high in 1994 because of the presence of Proposition 187 on the ballot

even though it was a midterm and an issue-oriented election.
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Area of Residence. There has long been a theory that an individual's place of
residence, farm or city, could influence whether or not he turns out to vote (Lane,
19589, pp. 49-50; Nie et al., 1969, p. 368; Verba and Nie, 1972, pp. 237-38, 243,
Wolfinger and Rosenstone, 1980, p. 30). Wolfinger and Rosenstone find that,
while farmers participate at the same levels as other individuals, farm workers
participate at lower levels than other workers even when other socioeconomic
factors are controlled for. This result suggests that rural counties may not have
the necessary infrastructure to mobilize these individuals to participate politically;
therefore, | would expect Latinos to participate at lower levels in rural counties
than in urban counties.

This research should give scholars a clearer understanding of the long-
term trends in Latino participation and, specifically, the reasons Latinos decide to
register and to vote. Further, this research should help identify methods that

may be effective in encouraging Latino participation.

Overview

This work is composed of five parts: an introduction (Chapter 1); a discussion of
statistical methods (Chapter 2); preliminary estimation of Latino voting-age
population, registration and turnout rates, and discussion of findings (Chapters
3-5); further analysis of registration and turnout rates, including party registration
rates, estimation of future projections, and a comparison with similar data from

the state of Texas (Chapters 6-9); and finally, a conclusion and discussion of
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future research (Chapter 10). First, in Chapter 2, | discuss what method | will
use to estimate Latino and white registration and turnout rates. In Chapter 3, |
calculate the Latino and white voting-age populations (VAPs) for all counties in
California for each general election from 1980 through 1998. In Chapters 4 and
5, using the methods discussed in Chapter 2, | combine the VAP calculations of
Chapter 3 with county-level estimates of registration and turnout to produce
accurate estimates of Latino and white registration and turnout rates. In Chapter
6, | focus my analysis on Los Angeles County and offer projections of Latino
voter registration and turnout in that county from 2000 to 2020 because of the
important implications these dramatic changes hold for the composition of the
electorate. In Chapter 7, | use the registration and turnout results in secondary
analyses to determine what factors influence these decisions. In Chapter 8, |
consider how party registration varies among whites and Latinos and across the
counties of California and what factors determine it. In Chapter 9, | consider the
Latino participation in Texas and compare it with that in California. Finally, in
Chapter 10, | conclude with a discussion of my results and their implications for

Latinos, politics, and California’s and the nation’s political future.
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Chapter 2. The Calculation of Latino Voter Registration and
Turnout, 1980-1988

As discussed in Chapter 1, because longitudinal data about individual Latino
voter registration and turnout are not available and survey data collected about
Latinos can be unreliable, | use aggregate data. To analyze the trends in Latino
registration and turnout rates and to determine what demographic,
socioeconomic, cultural, institutional, and contextual factors are influencing these
rates, | must first produce accurate estimates of Latino voter registration and
turnout for each county in California. However, to produce these estimates, |
need an accurate method of inferring individual behavior from aggregate data,
ecological inference. For this purpose, | select Gary King's method of
generalized bounds (King, 1997).

Ecological inference (ei) is a means of estimating an unknown joint
probability from known marginal probabilities. In this case, | know the proportion
of Latinos in the voting-age population (VAP) for each county and the proportion
of registered voters, but what | want to know is the proportion of Latinos
registered in a county. Using ecological inference, | estimate the unknown joint
probability (that is, the proportion of Latinos registered in a particular county)
from the known marginal probabilities (that is, Latino VAP proportion and the
proportion of registered voters in a county). The use of ecological inference in

this way can best be illustrated by the following table:
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Example for One California County in a Particular Election

Registered Nonregistered VAP
Latinos LR LNR L
Non-Latinos NLR NLNR NL
Voter Registration R NR 1

| obtained the aggregate county-level proportions of the Latino and non-
Latino populations as estimated by the California Department of Finance, and
from these numbers | extrapolated the voting-age populations of Latinos and
non-Latinos (L and NL, respectively) for each county. From the California
Secretary of State’s “Statement of the Vote,” | obtained the aggregate
proportions of total registered (R) and nonregistered (NR) voters in each county.
Because the entries in this table are proportions, specific relationships exist
among them. The rows can be summed horizontally (for example, LR + LNR =
L). The columns can be summed vertically (for example, LR + NLR = R). The
aggregate county-level data of the voting-age population (VAP) and the voter
registration each sum to one (for example, R+ NR=1,and L + NL = 1).

I want to estimate the quantities in the interior cells of this table, that is,
the proportions of registered and nonregistered Latino voters (LR and LNR,
respectively) and the proportions of registered and nonregistered non-Latino

voters (NLR and NLNR, respectively). However, because these numbers are
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proportions and | know the aggregate proportions (R and NR), | need estimate
only two of them (LR and LNR) and can then determine the others by
subtraction. | can repeat this process for each county and each election, for
registration and turnout, and for both Latinos and whites to make my
comparisons possible. However, given these aggregate data and the need to
make ecological inferences, what is the best method for estimating these
proportions?

Since the early 20th century, political scientists have sought an easy and
accurate ecological inference method believing that there must exist an indirect
method to estimate individual behavior from aggregate data (Bulmer, 1984; Gow,
1985; King, 1997). However, historically ecological inference methods have
been plagued by problems of relying on questionable assumptions and
generating unrealistic results. The proliferation of such dubious methods has
caused many scholars to avoid analyzing aggregate data in an effort not to make
“ecological fallacy” instead of inference (Robinson, 1950).

The first significant breakthrough came with Goodman’s regression
(Goodman, 1953). In the intervening 48 years, Goodman’'s method of using
linear regression to solve the ecological inference dilemma has been used
extensively in the literature because of its straightforward approach and ease of
application. However, Goodman’'s method relies on a generalizing assumption

that the proportions being estimated are constant across the units of analysis
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and does not guarantee that the estimated proportions will be on the interval
[0,1].

Since the introduction of Goodman’s regression, because of these
guestionable assumptions and results, scholars have offered alternative methods
for making ecological inferences, but none of these proposed alternatives has
been widely accepted or consistently used (Achen and Shively, 1995; Grofman
et al., 1985; Kousser, 1973; and Prais and Aitchison, 1954). The quest has led
some frustrated scholars to observe that a methodological solution to this
problem was as elusive as “alchemist's gold” (Flanigan and Zingale, 1985). Yet
King’s method of generalized bounds (King, 1997) offers a workable solution.

King's approach to making ecological inferences generalizes the models
proposed in the literature over the past 25 years and avoids the many pitfalls of
previous approaches, including making generalizing assumptions about the
proportions being estimated and creating estimates that have proportions
outside the [0,1] interval (Achen and Shively, 1995; Claggett and Van Wingen,
1993; Duncan and Davis, 1953; Dykstra, 1986; Flanigan and Zingale, 1985;
Kousser, 1986; Shively, 1974; Shively, 1991; Sigelman, 1991). This method of
producing estimates and its differences from Goodman’s regression can best be

illustrated by first considering the following table."”

" For ease of argument, this table and its notation follow from Gary King’s Table
2.3 in Chapter 2 of his book (1997).
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Turnout Decision

Race Vote No Vote VAP
Blacks B” X, (1-B2 X X,
Whites B(1-X) (1-B"(1-X) 1-X
Voter Turnout T 1-T, 1
where

T, is the proportion of the voting-age population (VAP) turning out to vote (N,”/N))
in precinct /,

X; is the proportion of the voting-age population (VAP) who are black (N°/N) in
precinct /,

(1- X)) is the proportion of the voting-age population (VAP) who are white ( N*/N))
in precinct i,

N, is the number of people of voting age in precinct j,

B! is the proportion of voting-age blacks who vote (N°/N?), and

B," is the proportion of voting-age whites who vote (N*"/N/").

Note: This table is based on the assumption that each precinct is made up of
only whites and blacks.
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The following simple accounting identity’®* summarizes the relationship
between the known quantities and the quantities that | am attempting to
estimate:

T=B"X,+B*(1-X)

Although the relationship can be represented by a simple equation, the
solution to this equation is not easy because, with one equation and two
unknowns, B’ and B, a unique solution cannot be found. For each county, |
have two unknowns to solve for, or a total of 116 unknowns, and only 58
observations, making the task daunting at best.

In the past, researchers have attempted to skirt this problem by reducing
the number of parameters being estimated. For example, Goodman (1953a)

solves this problem by assuming that B = B” and B = B" for all i. This

'® Because the accounting identity T, = B X, + B (1 - X)) is written in terms of
proportions, it can be rewritten in terms of probabilities as P(V) = P(V N B) + P(V
N W), where P(V) = the probability of voting or turning out, P(V N B) = the joint
probability of both voting and being black, and P(V N W) = the joint probability of
both voting and being white. Then, using the following general fact about
probabilities that P(A N B) = P(A| B) P(B), the accounting identity can be
rewritten as P(V) = P(V| B) P(B) + P(V| W) P(W), where B/ = P(V|B), P(B) = X,
P(V|VV) = B and P(W) = (1 - X). Therefore, the results reported in this
research are conditional probabilities, not joint probabilities. Simply put, the
Latino turnout proportions that | report are the proportion of Latinos who turnout,
given the proportion of Latinos who are registered in a county. Because my area
of investigation was Latino political behavior, this conditional probability seemed
appropriate. Specifically, | wanted to examine the political behavior of a
subpopulation of each county in California, report its political participation rates,
and determine the factors influencing these rates. However, a researcher under
different circumstances may want to report the joint probability, which is the
proportion of registered voters who are Latino and who turned out to vote. To
obtain this proportion, the researcher would need simply to multiply the results
produced by ei for B’ by X,
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assumption simplifies the problem dramatically because the researcher now
needs to solve only for two values given n observations, where n is the number
of precincts in this case. However, this assumption implies that the proportions
of blacks and whites turning out are constant across all precincts, which is
doubtful.

Given this assumption, Goodman’s method involves simply running a
linear regression of T, [the proportion of the voting-age population (VAP) turning
out to vote, (N//N) in precinct 1] on X, [the proportion of the voting-age
population (VAP) who are black, (N’/N,) in precinct /] and (1 - X)) [the proportion
of the voting-age population (VAP) who are white] to obtain estimates of B° and
B". It should be noted that the estimates of B° and B" do not necessarily
approximate an average of the precinct rates or the district rate, the sum of the
precinct rates. In addition, Goodman’s regression does not guarantee that these
estimates for B° and B” are on the unit interval [0,1], meaning that his method
can produce a nonsensical result such as a negative turnout rate or a turnout
rate that is greater than 100 percent.

Instead of reducing the number of parameters to estimate by misguided
assumptions, King (1997) offers an alternative approach arguing that all of the
parameters can be estimated if some additional information which the researcher
knows (that is, the bounds on the parameters being estimated for each unit of

analysis, in this example, the precinct) is used.
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Simply, bounds can be calculated for the unknown parameters by
exploiting the relationships explicitly defined in the table above and the values of
the known parameters using a little algebra. For example, to derive the upper
bound for B/, recall that B/ is defined as the proportion of voting-age blacks who
vote, (N”"/N/). However, N/ (the total number of blacks of voting age in precinct
i) is known, and N7 (the total number of blacks of voting age who turned out in
precinct /) cannot be greater than either N/ (the total number of voting-age
individuals who turned out in precinct i, because N, = N”” + N*7 by definition) or
the total number of blacks of voting-age in precinct i (N/). Therefore,

max (N”") = min (N,/, N?)
Dividing this equation by N, an upper bound for 3 can be obtained.

max(B/) = max (N”"/N) = min (N//N?, N?IN?P)

Recalling that the definition of T, is the proportion of the voting-age population
(VAP) turning out to vote, (N//N) in precinct /, and X, is the proportion of the
voting-age population (VAP) who are black, (N//N) in precinct i. Given these
definitions, the above equation can be rewritten in terms of T, and X, two known

quantities.

max(B’) = min (T,/ X, 1)
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To calculate the lower bound of B/, recall that B/ is defined as the proportion of
voting-age blacks who vote, (N”"/N). N? (the total number of blacks of voting

age in precinct /) is known, and by definition, N°” = N/ - N*". Therefore,

min(N") =N, —max (N*")
= N —min (N, N*)
Dividing by N/ yields the lower bound for B/.

min(B) = min (NT/N?) = (N/ N2) — min (N7 N2, N/ N?)

Next, if all the numerators and denominators in the above equation are divided
by N, then this equation can be rewritten in terms of T, and X, two known
quantities.

= N/ —min (N/, N
Dividing by N/ yields the lower bound for B/.

min(B2) = min (N2/N2) = (N7 N2) — min (N7 N2, N/ N?)

Next, if all the numerators and denominators in the above equation are divided
by N, then this equation can be rewritten in terms of T, and X, two known

quantities.
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[T; = min (T, (1 -X))I/ X,

max (0, (T,- (1-X))/ X)

Similar arguments can be made to calculate the upper and lower bounds
for B*." Therefore, the possible values that B’ and B can assume are
summarized by the following two inequalities and in terms of T, and X, two

known quantities.

max(0, (T,— (1 - X)) X) < B’ < min(T,/ X, 1)

max(0, (T,- X)/(1 - X)) =B < min(T,/ (1-X), 1)

Given these bounds, the accounting identity that expresses the relationship
between the known quantities and the unknown quantities that | want to estimate
can be considered again:

T,= Bib X +B"(1-X)

This simple equation provides some additional information that can be used in

estimating B and B, that B and B,* are linearly related in terms of the known

19

See Appendix B of King (1997) for further derivation and discussion of the
bounds.
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aggregate data. Therefore, with a little algebraic manipulation, this equation can
be written with either unknown, B or B, written in terms of the other unknown

and the known aggregate data quantities of T, and X.. For example, solving for

B,” in terms of B° T, and X;:

B = (T, /(1-X)) = (X;/(1-X)) B/

This equation is simply the equation of a line with slope -X, /(1 - X)), which is
always negative. The negative slope of this line implies that as B’ increases
toward its maximum value, B, must decrease toward its minimum value. Without
making any questionable assumptions and simply by using the known aggregate
data and the accounting identity, the possible values of B and B° for each i
have been restricted to a unigque line in the unit square incorporating the
calculated bounds. This fact can best be understood by means of Figure 1,
which represents a data set (see Figure 1).

Now, it is easy to see that finding a solution to this problem—that is, the
values of B;* and B for each i—is similar to classic regression analysis, although
more complicated because of the number of dimensions. | observe a set of data
lines, instead of points, and | want to find a regression contour, instead of a line,
that best fits the data, in this case, the intersection of the data lines (see Figures
2 and 3 for an example). Figure 1 shows the data lines with a fitted regression

contour, and Figure 3 illustrates how the contour is derived.
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Generally, to estimate the mean and standard error for each B and B/,
which is the goal, King’s method assumes that the unknown parameters, 3, and
BS, are drawn from a truncated bivariate normal distribution (for example, see
Figure 3). This distribution has a set of parameters—means, standard deviations,
and correlation—that can be estimated given the known aggregate data, T, and
X, Given this estimated bivariate distribution, a truncated univariate normal
distribution conditional on the other data lines can be derived for each unit of
analysis, in this case, the precinct. This truncated univariate normal distribution
is the posterior distribution of B, and is simply the two-dimensional cross section

cut by each data line through the bivariate distribution (see Figure 3).
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Figure 1. A Data Summary

This figure appears as Figure 5.1 on page 81 in A Solution to the Ecological
Inference Problem: Reconstructing Individual Behavior From Aggregate Data by
Gary King (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997).
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Figure 2. A Tomography Plot

This figure appears as Figure 6.3 on page 114 in A Solution to the Ecological
Inference Problem: Reconstructing Individual Behavior From Aggregate Data by
Gary King (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997).
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Figure 3. A Truncated Bivariate Normal Surface Plot

This figure appears as Figure 6.4 on page 116 in A Solution to the Ecological

Inference Problem: Reconstructing Individual Behavior From Aggregate Data by
Gary King (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997).
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Given this general explanation of King’'s model, the specific details of how
the estimation is accomplished can be considered. King's ecological method
relies only on three assumptions, two reparameterizations, and a two-step
procedure that combines a maximum likelihood technique and a repeated
sampling technique to estimate the desired parameters. King's ecological
inference method of generalized bounds requires three assumptions (King,
1997).2°

Assumption 1. B” and B are generated by a truncated bivariate normal

distribution, conditional on X; with truncation limits B, € [0,1] and B e

[0,1].
P(B’. B") = TN(B’, BB, %),
where
[ B°] [ B2 1
B =1 |= | |
| B¥] L B~J
[ 6,2 ol [ B2 1
¥= | | =var | |
chw GW2J I_ B,‘W _I

* Some researchers have questioned the validity of King's three assumptions
(for example, see Tam, 1997).
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Assumption 2. B and B are mean independent of X,.

Assumption 3. The values of T, in different precincts are independent
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