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Introduction

In the late 1990s, five states voted on ballot initiatives to raise the state minimum wage. In 1996, voters in California (Proposition 210) and Oregon (Measure 36) passed minimum wage initiatives while voters in Missouri (Measure A) and Montana (Initiative 121) defeated their respective initiatives.
  In 1998, Washingtonians passed their own minimum wage initiative (Initiative 688).  Each of these initiatives was voted on during a period of economic growth.  This study examines whether economic conditions influenced support for these initiatives and why voters in three states were supportive of initiatives to raise the minimum wage and voters in two states were not.

Each of these initiatives sought to increase the state minimum wage.  The federal minimum wage in 1996 was $4.25 an hour and the United States Congress in mid-1996 passed legislation to raise the federal minimum wage to $4.90 an hour, which would take effect in January 1997.  California’s Proposition 210 sought to raise the minimum wage from $4.25 an hour to $5.00 an hour in 1997 and $5.75 an hour in March of 1998.  The ballot measure seeking the largest increase in the minimum wage was Missouri’s Proposition A.  This initiative would have required employers to pay all workers at least $6.25 an hour beginning January 1997, $6.50 an hour in January 1998, $6.75 an hour in 1999, and an additional $.15 increase every year after.  Montana’s Initiative 121 sought to increase the minimum wage from $4.75 an hour in January 1997 and then in $.50 per-hour increments until it reaches 6.25 in January 2000. Oregon’s Measure 36 if passed would raise the minimum wage to $6.50 an hour over three years.  Washington’s Initiative 688 led to an increase in the minimum wage from $4.90 an hour to $5.70 an hour on January 1, 1999, $6.50 an hour in 2000. Beginning in 2001, the minimum wage would be linked to the Consumer Price Index (CPI) so as to keep up with the cost of living.

The Economy and Initiative Voting 

Little is known about the impact of the economy in direct democracy elections.  There is a scarcity of literature assessing the impact of national, state, local and/or personal economic conditions on voter preferences in initiative elections (Alvarez & Butterfield 2000; Bowler & Donovan 1994, 1998).  This literature has focused on the impact of the economy on tax and spending (Bowler & Donovan 1994, 1998) and immigration measures (Alvarez & Butterfield 2000).  There is no research examining the impact of the economy on ballot initiatives to increase the minimum wage.
  Bowler and Donovan (1994, 1998) contend that economic voting on ballot propositions often involves a different set of processes than economic voting in candidate contests.  The authors claim that voters are able to make rational decisions in initiative elections (see also Lupia 1994).
  Bowler and Donovan note that voters with higher education, for example, are more likely to be influenced by elite endorsements and political ideology.  For the less-educated and more moderate voters, however, prevailing state economic conditions are a dominant voting cue.

Bowler and Donovan contend that voters in direct-democracy elections, particularly on tax and spending policies, perceive choices as a decision either between an uncertain outcome (a new policy) and a certain outcome (the status quo).  This decision is one based on perceptions of economic risk.  Uncertainty about the consequences of voting for a new policy is associated with risk.  If voters are uncertain about the possible consequences of a new policy they are likely to vote against the policy because of the risk involved.  In other words, by voting no, voters are averting risk (see also Ansolabehere & Iyengar 1993; Lau 1985).

The authors contend that prevailing state economic conditions impact whether voters will be more risk averse or acceptant.  That is, the level of risk aversion is contingent on evaluations of the state economy.  When the state economy is weak, it is expected that voters will perceive greater uncertainty than voters would perceive under a strong economy, leading to greater negative voting on fiscal propositions.  As such it is expected that voters in states experiencing good economic conditions would be more likely to vote in favor of initiatives increasing the state minimum wage than would voters in states experiencing poor economic conditions.

Despite the lack of research analyzing the impact of the economy on support for minimum wage initiatives, over time, the same set of arguments have been advanced by proponents and opponents of legislative measures to increase the minimum wage.  Similar arguments were made during the five initiative campaigns.  Depending on the state of the economy, particular arguments may be more likely to resonate with voters.  In other words, depending on voters’ perceptions of economic risk, certain arguments may carry more weight with voters than others.  The arguments for and against increasing the minimum wage during the initiative campaigns are discussed below.

Arguments For and Against Increasing the Minimum Wage   

A number of arguments were advanced for and against the five minimum wage ballot measures during the initiative campaigns.  Depending on the state of the economy certain arguments are more likely to resonate with voters.  It is important to note before presenting these arguments that there is an extensive economic literature regarding whether increasing the minimum wage leads to greater economic benefits.  Early research suggests that raising the minimum wage does not produce the types of benefits put forward by minimum wage advocates, and may even have unintended negative consequences, such as increased unemployment and reductions in fringe benefits (Brown, Gilroy, & Kohen 1982).  More recent research has found that increasing the minimum wage does not produce these negative consequences (Neumark & Wascher 1992, 1994, 1995).
  The focus here, however, is on the arguments presented during the campaigns because it cannot be assumed that voters know of this literature or will take the time to investigate it.

During these campaigns, opponents contended that increasing the minimum wage would lead to higher consumer prices, hurt small businesses, would not alleviate poverty, and could even lead to job loss (“Argument Against Proposition 210;” Bell 1996; Lynch 1998A, 1998B; Silverstein 1996A, 1996B; Vanzi 1996; “Voters guide” 1998).  For example, an opponent of California’s Proposition 210 claimed that minimum wage workers tend to be young, low skilled and inexperienced or do not have a high school education and primarily Latino (Solberg 1996).  Furthermore, the opponents contended that most minimum wage workers do not come from poor households and that an increase in the minimum wage would not help alleviate poverty (Solberg 1996).  

Opponents of Washington’s Initiative 688 also argued that the measure would raise consumer prices, hurt small businesses, and cost the state jobs (“Voters guide” 1998).  According to Ross Goodman, spokesman for the restaurant association, there would be an immediate increase in prices (Byrnes 1998; Lynch 1998A).  Although a number of groups were against the measure including, the National Federation of Independent Businesses, Washington Restaurant Association, and Washington Farm Bureau, the Initiative was so heavily favored opponents did not bother to organize a campaign.  According to I-688 campaign coordinator Tim Flynn, “The voters sort of understood at a real basic level that people should not work full-time and live in poverty” (Byrnes 1998, B2).  Unlike Washington, business and restaurant organizations in Missouri and Montana vigorously argued that an increase in the minimum wage would have a chilling impact on each of these state’s ability to compete and would lead to job loss (Bell 1996).

The arguments of proponents focused on countering opponents’ arguments and that an increase in the minimum wage would help alleviate poverty, reward workers, and that consumers would have more money (“Argument in Favor of Proposition 210;” Lynch 1998; Silverstein 1996A, 1996B; Vanzi 1996; “Voters guide” 1998).  For example, proponents of California’s Proposition 210 argued that there was a need for an increase in the minimum wage, remarking, “ Something is wrong when full-time workers fall more than $3,000 a year below the poverty level” (“Raise the Minimum Wage” 1996, A22).  

Similar arguments were also made during the campaign for Washington’s I-688 (Byrnes 1998; Winn (nd)).  Proponents of Washington’s Initiative 688 contended that a higher minimum wage would help alleviate poverty and off the welfare rolls (“Voters guide” 1998).  Proponents of both Proposition 210 and Initiative 688 further claimed that consumers’ purchasing power had reached a 40-year low (Burbank 1998; “Raise the Minimum Wage” 1996).  Contrary to the claims made by opponents, proponents contended that an increase in the minimum wage would not just apply to teenagers, noting that eighty-one percent of minimum wage workers are 20 and older and 44 percent are 30 and older.  Proponents also contend that minimum wage increases do not lead to competitive disadvantage as claimed by opponents.  A proponent of California’s Proposition 210 notes that the last time the state increased the minimum wage (in 1988) unemployment dropped and nearly 400,000 new jobs were created (“Raise the Minimum Wage” 1996). 

Data and Methods

The analysis of the five states’ votes on their respective minimum wage measure allows for a comparison of the impact of the economy on support for increasing the minimum wage. The five states differ by a number of different factors including state partisanship and ideology and racial and ethnic composition.  California is the most racially and ethnically diverse state, followed by Montana and Missouri (Hero 1998).  In contrast, Washington and Oregon are relatively homogeneous with relatively small racial and ethnic populations.  California, Washington, and Oregon tend to be politically liberal in terms of public opinion, while Montana and Missouri are more conservative (Erikson, Wright, & McIver 1993). 

To analyze the influence of the economy on support for the minimum wage proposals, a series of Generalized Least Squares (GLS) models using county level data were examined.
  The models accounted for differences in county population size by using the county population as weights.
  The dependent variable in these models was the percent of registered voters voting in support of the respective initiative at the county level.
  To operationalize the primary independent variable, the state of the economy, two variables measuring economic conditions were used: county unemployment rates just prior to the election and a second variable measuring one-year change in unemployment.
  Unemployment rates provide a gauge of economic discomfort and labor market insecurity (Catolano, Novaco, & McConnell 1997; Green, Glaser, & Rich 1998).  It is assumed that persons living in counties with high or increasing levels of unemployment would be more susceptible to arguments suggesting that increasing the minimum wage would be harmful to business and as such bad for the economy than voters living in more economically sound areas.  

The model also controlled for a number of factors that may have had an impact on voter support for initiatives seeking to raise the minimum wage.  These include partisanship, race and ethnicity, and urban.  Democrats, historically, have been more supportive of minimum wage laws while Republicans have viewed minimum wage laws as harmful to business and the market.    To account for partisanship and ideology, a variable measuring the county level Democratic presidential vote for William Clinton was included.
  Since minorities are more likely to benefit from an increase in the minimum wage, the proportion of various racial and ethnic groups (Latino, African American, and Asian Americans) residing in a county were included.  If the mean proportion of a given minority population (at the county level) was above 5% (+ or – one standard deviation) it was included in the model.  Very small minority populations cannot be expected to have any influence on support for these initiatives.  For the model analyzing the vote for Montana’s Initiative 121, given the size of the Native American population in the state of Montana, an additional variable measuring the proportion Native American was also included.
  Lastly, to control for differences in rural and urban attitudes, a variable measuring the proportion living in urban areas at the county level was also included.
  

Findings and Discussion 


First, the states in which initiatives were passed to increase the minimum wage (California, Washington, and Oregon) are examined followed by findings for the state initiatives (Missouri and Montana) that did not pass.  These results are displayed in Tables 1 and 3, respectively.  

Table 1 Here

California’s Proposition 210

Examining the results for California’s Proposition 210 indicate that the rate of unemployment did not have a significant impact on support for the initiative while the one-year change in unemployment rates was negative and significant.  This suggests that voters in counties that experienced an increase in unemployment from 1995 to 1996 were less likely to support Proposition 210 than were voters in California counties that experienced either a decrease or minor increase in unemployment.  Estimates of voter support for the initiative was two-and-one-half points lower in counties that had experienced a 2% increase in unemployment from 1995 to 1996 (holding all other factors constant) compared to support in counties where unemployment remained unchanged (Table 2).  

It can be inferred from these findings, on the one hand, that the arguments advanced by opponents that an increase in the minimum wage would lead to higher prices, cuts in employees’ hours, and possible job loss appear to have resonated with voters in counties experiencing poor economic conditions.  One the other hand, voters in more economically sound counties, relatively speaking, were not swayed by such arguments.  These findings confirm Bowler and Donovan’s hypothesis that voters living under poor economic conditions would be more risk adverse while voters living in areas experiencing good economic would be less risk adverse.

As expected, Democrats were more supportive of the initiative as indicated by the positive and significant coefficient for the vote for President Clinton.  Like the coefficient for one-year change in unemployment, the coefficients for the proportion urban, Asian American, and Latino American were also negative and significant.  This suggests that voter support was lower in urban areas, as well as in counties with larger proportions of Asians and/or Latino populations.  Since the dependent variable is a measure of overall support and not the white, Asian, or Latino support, for example, the ecology fallacy is a concern.  For example, it cannot be inferred whether whites living in close proximity to sizable Asian and Latino populations were more or less supportive of the initiative.  Such concern however should not dissuade from other possible explanations.  For instance, it is possible that the arguments of opponents, which suggested that the initiative would be harmful to small businesses, of which many Asians and an increasing number of Latinos are, resonated with Asian and Latino voters.  As a consequence, Latinos and Asians living in counties where they represented a sizable majority and thus more likely to develop a sense of group interest might have voted against Proposition 210 out of an economic interest to protect their small businesses.

Table 2 Here

Washington’s Initiative 688 


The results for Washington’s Initiative 688 (Table 1), like the results for California’s Proposition 210, also found that the unemployment rates did not have a significant impact on the support for measure.  Unlike the results for Proposition 210, the findings indicate that one-year change in unemployment had a positive impact on voter support for Initiative 688.  Estimates of voter support based on the coefficients in Model 1 indicates that support for the initiative in counties that experienced a 1% increase in unemployment from 1997 to 1998 was 11% higher than support in counties that experienced a 1% decrease in unemployment (Table 2).  The findings would indicate that the arguments made by proponents resonated with voters.    However, it was the dominant message, since as noted above, there was no organized opposition to the measure.  Unlike the findings for California’s Proposition 210 these results do not support Bowler and Donovan’s claim.  

The only other variable to have a significant impact on voter support for Initiative 688 was the proportion Latino.  The coefficient for the proportion Latino was negative and significant.  The findings indicate that voters in counties with smaller Latino populations were more supportive of the measure than voters in counties with sizable Latino populations.  Further research could examine whether white voters in Washington State were less supportive of the initiative when living in close proximity to sizable proportions of Latinos, suggesting possibly group interest or symbolic racism, or whether Latinos were opposed to the measure, which seems unlikely. 

Oregon’s Measure 36

The coefficient for unemployment rates was positive and significant while the coefficient for change in unemployment rates was negative and significant.  This would indicate that support for the measure was higher among voters in counties with higher rates of unemployment but was also higher in counties that experienced a decrease in unemployment compared to counties that experienced an increase in unemployment.  According to estimates based on the model coefficients support was 4% higher in counties with an 11% unemployment rate compared to support in counties with a 5% rate of unemployment.  Similar to the results for Washington Initiative 688, these finding do not confirm Bowler and Donovan’s contention that voters living under poor economic conditions would be more risk adverse.  As noted above, the greater influence of partisanship must be taken into consideration.

As expected, as indicated by the positive coefficient for the proportion voting for President Clinton, voters living in counties with a larger proportion of Democrats were also more likely to favor the initiative than were voters in counties with large proportions of Republicans.  

Table 3 Here

Missouri’s Measure A

The coefficients for unemployment rates and change in unemployment were both negative and insignificant.  This would indicate that support for the Measure A was not influenced by unemployment and as such neither confirms nor refutes Bowler and Donovan’s hypothesis.  The only variable with a significant impact on support for the initiative was the proportion urban.  The coefficient for the proportion urban was positive and significant.  This suggests urban voters were more supportive of the measure than were rural voters.  This is not surprising since the only county with more than 50% of voters supporting the measure was St. Louis County.  

Table 4 Here

Montana’s Initiative 121

The coefficient for unemployment rates was positive and significant while the coefficient for change in unemployment rates was insignificant.  This would indicate that support for the Initiative 121 was higher among voters in counties with higher rates of unemployment. According to estimates based on the model coefficients indicates that support was 8% higher in counties with an 8% unemployment rate compared to counties with a 3% rate of unemployment (Table 4).  As found in the models analyzing the votes in Oregon and Washington, these results suggest the opposite of what is hypothesized by Bowler and Donovan.  Montana voters experiencing poor economic conditions were not more risk adverse than voters who were experiencing good conditions.  As in each of the earlier analyses, the coefficient for the proportion voting to reelect President Clinton was also positive and significant.  The coefficient for the proportion Urban was negative and significant.  Rural voters were more supportive of the initiative than were urban voters. 

Conclusion

The results indicate that the economy (either county unemployment rates or one-year change in county unemployment rates) had an impact on support for the five initiatives to raise the minimum wage in four (California, Montana, Oregon, and Washington) of the five states.  However, the results do not conclusively support Bowler and Donovan’s hypothesis concerning the impact of the economy on support for minimum wage initiatives.  In only one state (California) of the four, where poor economic conditions were found to have a significant influence, did such conditions have a negative impact on voter support for the ballot initiative.  Voters in California counties that experienced an increase in unemployment were less likely to support Proposition 210 than were voters in counties that experienced either a decrease or minor increase in unemployment.  Arguments advanced by opponents that an increase in the minimum wage would lead to higher prices, cuts in employees’ hours, and lead to possible job loss appear to have resonated with voters in California counties experiencing poor economic conditions while voters in more economically sound counties, relatively speaking, were not swayed by such arguments.  This is certainly in line with what would be expected based on Bowler and Donovan’s theory of economic voting in initiative elections.

This was not the case in the three other states (Montana, Oregon, and Washington) where the poor economic conditions were found to have a positive impact on voter support.  In each of these three states support among voters for their respective ballot measure was higher in counties with higher rates of unemployment than was support in counties with lower unemployment rates.  However, in Washington it was also found that support was significantly higher among voters in counties with higher unemployment rates.  These results indicate that the arguments made by proponents in these states resonated with voters, particularly those experiencing relatively poor economic conditions.  Contrary to what is hypothesized by Bowler and Donovan, these results suggest that voters in counties with higher unemployment rates were more likely to vote in favor of their respective ballot initiative.  This may be due to the economic growth these states were experiencing during the mid- to late-1990s and many voters, even if they did live in a county experiencing poor economic conditions, particularly those in Oregon and Washington, perceived that their respective initiative was of relatively low risk.
  In other words, these voters did not perceive passage of such measures as higher risk.  Voters in the three states placed greater value on the perceived economic benefits of raising the minimum wage than they did on the messages from opponents purporting that raising the minimum wage would be an economic burden.  

The results of this study also indicate that the issue of a minimum wage is quite partisan in nature, and that the amount of money spent by proponents and opponents also had an impact.  Democratic voters in each state were much more supportive of increasing their respective state minimum wage than were Republican voters.  The amount of money spent was also important (as would be expected).  How else will voters hear the message of money is not spent to get that message out.  This was evident particularly in California, Missouri, and Washington. Proponents of California Proposition 210 and Washington Initiative 688 outspent opponents.  Opponents of Missouri’s Measure A outspent proponents by a huge ratio (8:1).  California and Washington voters passed their respective initiatives and Missouri voters resoundingly defeated Measure A. 

Lastly, this research suggests that further research is necessarily to examine the attitudes of racial minorities, such as Asians and Latinos, and whether or not subtle racism plays a role regarding the opposition of whites to minimum wage laws.  Concerning the attitudes of minorities, it would be important to understand whether the arguments advanced by opponents resonate with Asian and Latino voters particularly, since larger proportions of these two groups are becoming small business owners. Although, subtle racism may or not have played a role in voter’s decisions to vote against their respective minimum wage initiative, given the arguments of some opponents in California that Hispanics would be the primary beneficial of a minimum wage increase, the possible role of subtle racism should be investigated.
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Table 1: Impact of the Economy of Voter Support for Successful State Initiatives

To Raise the Minimum Wage
	
	Proposition 210
	Measure 36
	Initiative 688

	Variables (County Level)1
	(CA 1996)
	(OR 1996)
	(WA 1998)

	Rate of Unemployment


	.06

(.13)
	.01***

(.004)
	-.47

(.47)

	One Year Charge in Rate of Unemployment


	-2.07***

(.59)
	-.03*

(.01)
	5.56***

(1.99)

	Proportion Living in Urban Areas

 
	-.05***

(.02)
	.002

(.02)
	-.04

(.03)

	Proportion Voting for President Clinton


	.88***

(.04)
	.89***

(.09)
	.32

(.21)

	Proportion Asian


	-.09*

(.05)
	
	

	Proportion Black


	.04

(.09)
	
	

	Proportion Latino


	-.14***

(.03)
	.04

(.18)
	-.59***

(.10)

	Constant


	.23***

(.03)
	.10**

(.05)
	.56***

(.10)

	Number of observations
	58
	36
	39

	Wald chi2
	1092.40***
	212.06***
	63.81***

	Notes: Unstandardized GLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses.  Tolerances (1/VIF) for all variables in each model above .15.  ***p <.01; **p < .05, *p < .10.  All data for California and Oregon are for 1996, except proportion urban, which is for 1990.  One-year change in unemployment measures change in unemployment from 1995 to 1996.  For Oregon only, data concerning the proportion Latino are from 1990.  For Washington, all data is for 1998, except proportion urban, which is for 1990. One-year change in unemployment measures change in unemployment from 1997 to 1998.  Sources: California Secretary of State (1996), California Economic Development Department (1996), California Department of Finance (1996), Oregon Elections Division (1996), US Census (1990, 1996), Washington Secretary of State (1998) Washington Economic Security Department 1996, 1998), Washington Office of Financial Management (1998) 


Table 2: Estimated Voter Support to Raise the Minimum Wage

Under Varying Economic Conditions

	Proposition 210 

(CA 1996)
	Minus 1SD
	Mean
	Plus 

1SD
	Difference

P-M

	Rate of Unemployment

(County-level: 1996)
	60.8 

(.3)
	60.9 

(.2)
	61.3 

(1.0)
	.5

	One Year Charge in Rate of Unemployment (County-level: 1995-1996)
	62.6 

(.6)
	60.9 

(.2)
	60.2 

(.3)
	-2.4

	Notes: Estimations were produced using Clarify (Tomz, Wittenberg, and King 2001).  The estimated values (expressed in percentages) are based on coefficients in Table 1 (Proposition 210). Standard deviations in parentheses.  Values for unemployment rates and one-year change in unemployment were manipulated in order to estimate support under varying economic conditions.  Rate of unemployment was set as follows: Minus 1SD .05, Mean .10, Plus 1SD .14.  One-year change in unemployment rates was set as follows: Minus 1SD -.02, Mean-.01, Plus 1SD 0. All other variables were held constant.  The estimates of significant variables are in bold-type.  All values rounded to the nearest tenth of one percent.

	Measure 36

(OR 1996)
	Minus 1SD
	Mean
	Plus 

1SD
	Difference

P-M

	Rate of Unemployment

(County-level: 1996)
	59.8 

(1.7)
	56.9 

(.4)
	60.2 

(2.0)
	4.6

	One Year Charge in Rate of Unemployment (County-level: 1995-1996)
	57.7 

(.7)
	56.9 

(.4)
	54.5 

(1.2)
	-3.2

	Notes: Estimations were produced using Clarify.  The estimated values (expressed in percentages) are based on coefficients in Table 1 (Measure 36). Standard deviations in parentheses.  Values for unemployment rates and one-year change in unemployment were manipulated in order to estimate support under varying economic conditions.  Rate of unemployment was set as follows: Minus 1SD .05, Mean .08, Plus 1SD .11.  One-year change in unemployment rates was set to the following values: Minus 1SD 0, Mean .01, Plus 1SD .02. All other variables were held constant.  The estimates of significant variables are in bold-type.  All values rounded to the nearest tenth of one percent.

	Initiative 688

(WA 1998)
	Minus 1SD
	Mean
	Plus 

1SD
	Difference

P-M

	Rate of Unemployment

(County-level: 1998)
	61.6 

(.4)
	61.2 

(.7)
	59.0 

(2.7)
	-2.6

	One Year Charge in Rate of Unemployment (County-level: 1997-1998)
	55.1 

(2.4)
	61.2 

(.7)
	66.3 

(2.1)
	11.2

	Notes: Estimations were produced using Clarify.  The estimated values (expressed in percentages) are based on coefficients in Table 1 (Measure 36). Standard deviations in parentheses.  Values for unemployment rates and one-year change in unemployment were manipulated in order to estimate support under varying economic conditions.  Rate of unemployment was set to the following values: Minus 1SD .04, Mean .07, Plus 1SD .10.  One-year change in unemployment rates was set to the following values: Minus 1SD -01, Mean 0, Plus 1SD .01. All other variables were held constant.  The estimates of significant variables are in bold-type.  All values rounded to the nearest tenth of one percent.


Table 3: Analysis of the Impact of the Economy of Voter Support for State Initiatives

to Raise the Minimum Wage

	
	Measure A
	Initiative 121

	Variables (County level)
	(MO 1996)
	(MT 1996)

	Rate of Unemployment (1996)


	-.42 

(.63)
	1.23*** 

(.27)

	One Year Charge in Rate of Unemployment (1995-1996)


	-2.46

(1.76)
	-1.18

(.78)

	Proportion Living in Urban Areas (1990)


	.09***

(.03)
	-.04**

(.02)

	Proportion Voting for President Clinton (1996)


	.10

(.14)
	.43***

(.07)

	Proportion Alaskan Eskimo/American Indian (1990)


	
	-.05

(.07)

	Proportion Black (1990)


	-.12

(.18)
	

	Constant


	.22***

(.08)
	.20***

(.03)

	Number of observations
	114
	56

	Wald chi2
	19.28***
	86.06***

	Notes: Unstandardized GLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. Tolerances (1/VIF) for all variables in each model above .15.  ***p <.01; **p < .05, *p < .10.  Sources: Missouri Secretary of State (1996), Montana Secretary of State (1996), and U.S. Census (1990, 1996).


Table 4: Estimated Voter Support to Raise the Minimum Wage

Under Varying Economic Conditions

	Measure A

(MO 1996)
	Minus 1SD
	Mean
	Plus 1SD
	Difference

P-M

	Rate of Unemployment

(County-level: 1996)
	29.4 

(1.4)
	28.8 (1.0)
	27.3 

(.02)
	2.1

	One Year Charge in Rate of Unemployment (County-level: 1995-1996)
	30.7 

(1.7)
	28.8 (1.0)
	25.9 

(2.5)
	4.8

	Notes: Estimations were produced using Clarify.  The estimated values  (expressed in percentages) are based on coefficients in Table 3 (Measure A). Standard deviations in parentheses.  Values for unemployment rates and one-year change in unemployment were manipulated in order to estimate support under varying economic conditions.  Rate of unemployment was set as follows: Minus 1SD .03, Mean .06, Plus 1SD .08.  One-year change in unemployment rates was set as follows: Minus 1SD -.01, Mean 0, Plus 1SD .01. All other variables were held constant.  The estimates of significant variables are in bold-type.  All values rounded to the nearest tenth of one percent

	Initiative 121

(MT 1996)
	Minus 1SD
	Mean
	Plus 1SD
	Difference

P-M

	Rate of Unemployment

(County-level: 1996)
	40.6 

(1.0)
	43.6 

(.6)
	46.7 

(1.0)
	6.1

	One Year Charge in Rate of Unemployment (County-level: 1995-1996)
	45.1 

(1.2)
	43.6 

(.6)
	42.8 

(.8)
	 -2.3

	Notes: Estimations were produced using Clarify.  The estimated values (expressed in percentages) are based on coefficients in Table 3 (Initiative 121). Standard deviations in parentheses.  Values for unemployment rates and one-year change in unemployment were manipulated in order to estimate support under varying economic conditions.  Rate of unemployment was set as follows: Minus 1SD .03, Mean .05, Plus 1SD .08.  One-year change in unemployment rates was set as follows: Minus 1SD -.02, Mean -.01, Plus 1SD 0. All other variables were held constant.  The estimates of significant variables are in bold-type.  All values rounded to the nearest tenth of one percent.


Appendix 1: County Level Race and Ethnicity Statistics (in percentages)

	Montana
	Mean
	SD
	Min
	Max

	Proportion Asian
	0.4
	0.3
	0
	1.2

	Proportion Black
	0.2
	0.3
	0
	1.5

	Proportion Hispanic
	1.2
	0.7
	0
	3.7

	Proportion Alaskan
	6.7
	13.6
	0.2
	57.8

	Missouri

	Proportion Asian
	.0.3
	0.5
	0
	2.9

	Proportion Black
	.2.5
	4.4
	0
	25.6

	Proportion Hispanic
	.0.6
	0.6
	0
	4.5

	Washington

	Proportion Asian
	.2.4
	2.2
	0
	10.1

	Proportion Black
	.1.1
	1.4
	0
	7.4

	Proportion Hispanic
	.8.8
	11.4
	.01
	45.8

	Oregon

	Proportion Asian
	.1.2
	1.2
	0
	5.6

	Proportion Black
	.0.4
	0.9
	0
	5.9

	Proportion Hispanic


	.4.4
	4.2
	1.2
	20.3

	California

	Proportion Asian
	.5.3
	5.9
	0.2
	32.3

	Proportion Black
	3.2
	3.6
	0.2
	17.7

	Proportion Hispanic
	19.3
	.13.4
	3.7
	69.2


Notes: Statistics calculated from data obtained the California Department of Finance (1999), US Census Bureau (1990); and Washington Office of Financial Management (1998).

End Notes

� A local ballot initiative was also voted on and defeated in Denver, CO in November 1996.


� There is a small amount of research examining the politics and legislative voting on minimum wage laws (Levin-Waldman 1998, 1996).


� One of the most critical debates concerning direct democracy is whether voters can make informed decisions on policy questions in initiative elections.  Supporters of direct democracy contend that voters can make rational decisions on ballot initiatives and that the initiative process leads to a better-informed electorate (Arnold 1990; Bartels 1996; Bowler & Donovan 1994, 1998; Conover & Feldman 1989; Hamill, Lodge, & Blake 1985; Lupia 1994; Wittman 1995).  Critics, on the other hand, contend that ordinary citizens are unable to make decisions on complex policy decisions (Becker 1983; Downs 1957; Lawrence 1995; Magleby 1984; Tullock 1965).  It is argued that citizens will acquire little information because the cost of collecting the information outweighs expected benefits.


� For a discussion of this literature see Partridge & Partridge 1998.


� Unlike opponents of Initiative 688, Missouri business groups (opponents of Measure A) outspent proponents 8-1, while CA proponents of Proposition 210 outspent opponents 2-1 (Lynch 1998A, Silverstein 1996B).


� Generalized Least Squared (GLS) regression rather than Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression was used due to a type of heteroskedasticity violation that occurs when OLS regression is used with grouped data (Kennedy 1985; Kmenta 1986; Palmquist 1993).  A single model, pooling all five states, could have been used but it would have minimized the differences discussed above such as racial and ethnic diversity.  The model also would have suffered from severe multicollinearity between the two main explanatory variables (Tolerances below .10).


� The models used the population as weights to account for variance in county population size.  County population size ranged from 519 to 113,419 (with a mean of 14,268) in Montana to California’s county population ranging from 1,113 to 8.863,164 (with a mean of 513,104).


� Electoral data for the different initiatives was acquired from the respective state’s Secretary of State: Proposition 210 (California Secretary of State 1996), Missouri’s Measure A (Missouri Secretary of State 1996), Montana’s Initiative 121 (Montana Secretary of State 1996), Oregon’s Measure 36 (Oregon Elections Division 1996), and Washington’s Initiative 688 (Washington Secretary of State 1998).


�  Economic data for California for 1995 and 1996 was acquired from California Economic Development Department (2000); for Missouri, Montana, and Oregon for 1995 and 1996 from US Census Bureau (1996); and for Washington for 1997 and 1998, from Washington Economic Security Department (2001).


� Electoral data for the percent voting in favor of the Democratic candidate for president was acquired from the respective state’s Secretary of State (California Secretary of State 1996; Missouri Secretary of State 1996; Montana Secretary of State 1996; Oregon Elections Division 1996; Washington Secretary of State 1998).


� County level demographic data for California for 1996 acquired from California Department of Finance (1999); for Missouri, Montana, and Oregon for 1990 from US Census Bureau (1990); and for Washington for 1998 from Washington Office of Financial Management (1998).


� The proportion urban for all five states acquired from the U.S Census (1990).


� It is also possible that the results are artifacts of the models.
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