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Abstract

There is a large literature demonstrating that positiveneatic conditions in-
crease support forincumbent candidates, but little utdedsng of how economic
conditions affect preferences for parties and for paréicaubf their platforms. We
ask how exogenous shifts to the value of residents. humaitataffect voting
behavior in California neighborhoods. As predicted by exuit theory, we find
that positive economic shocks decrease support for rdalisitre policies. More
notably, we find that conservative voting on a wide varietpaltfot propositions—
from crime to gambling to campaign finance—is increasingconemic well be-

ing.
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INTRODUCTION

How do economic conditions affect political behavior and opinions? The answer
to this question is important for understanding the dynamics of policy preference, the
evolution of public policy and the optimal timing of the introduction of various types of
legislation. Although the pundits speak of “pocketbook politics” we have little
understanding of how economic shocks affect political views. We know that a good
economy is beneficial for an incumbent, be s/he president or governor, Democrat or
Republican. (See for example Fair 1978, Peltzman 1987, Wolfers 2002). But we have
little evidence on the causal impact of economic conditions on support for major party
candidates or for particulars of their platformns.

In this paper we begin to fill this hole in the literature. We examine the causal
impact of economic conditions on neighborhood residents’ support for a wide range of
political issues. We employ a panel of California census tract level votingsetur
covering eight elections and 91 state-level ballot propositions. To measurewelct-|
economic conditions, we create a predicted employment index by weighting national
industry employment by the industry mix in the tract at the beginning of our sample time
frame? We then ask how census tract voting patterns change in relation to these plausibly
exogenous shocks to the value of residents’ human capital. Note that because our human

capital shocks are coming by way of employment and area employment shocks have been

! The closest evidence we have comes from correfatielating income to political behavior. That
evidence has exposed a puzzle: Red states angdafthy than blue, but higher income individuals a
more likely to vote Republican. Glaeser and Sader(@007) term this an aggregation reversal expthin
by higher income Americans’ belief in more libepallicies, a belief that is learned socially andstiahose
correlation with income is multiplied in moving frothe individual to the aggregate level. Vigdor@ap
explains the phenomenon by providing empirical emizk that voters consider relative rather thanlateso
income in choosing a party.

2 As we explain in the data section, because oflifattions this is actually tract industry mix aipoint
during our time series predicted by industry mixret beginning (or prior to) our sample time frame.



shown to have long term effects on employment and W4Bestik, 1993 Blanchard and
Katz, 1992 and Bound and Holzer, 2000), variation in our index represents permanent
changes in residents’ economic well-being.

To measure voting behavior, we do not rely on survey data, but rather examine
the impact of economic conditions on the true outcome of interest, actual voting returns.
This is an important distinction because survey questions, employed frequently in the
political economy literature, often do not force respondents to make real tradeoffs.
Survey questions ask respondents whether they agree with various policy stances—for
example whether education funding should be increased—without actually making the
respondents consider, let alone potentially face the implications for theirltax bil
Additionally, to the extent that misreporting one’s preferences or one’s intentiomto t
out to vote is correlated with local economic conditions, the use of survey data will resul
in biased estimates of how economic conditions will affect actual electionsetur

We find that exogenous improvements to a neighborhood’s economic
circumstance result in residents’ holding more conservative political viewsg 0gr 91
propositions we find a large impact of economic conditions on support for conservative
fiscal and redistributive policies. An increase in employment of one percentage point
results in a .9 percentage point increase in support for the conservative side dfaa fisca

redistributive ballot. This result is consistent with Meltzer and Richard (1981)ewhos

% For example, Blanchard and Katz, 1992, find thateffect of employment shocks on unemployment
disappear within a decade; the effect on wagedyndimappear in about twenty years and employment
remains affected twenty years out, leading theastto conclude that employment shocks “have lgrgel
permanent effects on employment”.



theoretical contribution demonstrates that support for redistribution is decr@asing
productivity?

But beyond the realm of economic theory, we find that economic shocks predict
conservative voting on non-economic issues —like campaign finance and vice—as well.
Consistent with the state proposition results, we find that positive economic shocks
increase support for Republican gubernatorial candidates. Our effects aréheygee
of a similar magnitude to the redistribution results. We then examine thismslap by
tract type, dividing tracts into categories by initial economic conditions or by. Jdmé
magnitude of the relationship between economic conditions and conservatism varies only
slightly across tracts. Within tract type, the relationship continues to hold, oflarsi
magnitude, across ballot issues.

Thus we find remarkable consistency for economic shocks to shift voting on a
variety of issues in a more conservative direction. While the relationship between
economic conditions and non-economic issues is not predicted by economic theory, it is
consistent with McCarty, Poole and Rosenthal’s (2006) view that increased party
polarization in American politics is driven by increased economic inequality.@rant
(2003) finds that partisanship currently predicts individual voting behavior on a vast array
of ballot propositions from economic to moral, despite the fact that ballot measuees we
originally implemented to lessen the influence of political parties. We canmtifydde
specific mechanism by which economic conditions drive voting on non-economic issues.
However, our gubernatorial and proposition results are consistent with economic

conditions shifting views on economic issues which leads to a shift in party preference

* Previous empirical papers have found, consistéthttive theory, a negative relationship betweeneur
respondents’ attitudes toward redistribution arartreported income. (See for example for example
Alesina and LaFerrara, 2005; Corneo and Gruner22D€igh, 2005 and Ravallion and Lokshin, 2000.)



which then informs vote choice on a wide variety of issues. Regardless of the mechanism
our results imply that economic conditions affect state public policy writ.farge

Because we rely on aggregate data, one concern about our findings is that they
may arise from selection rather than from changes in individuals’ politicab\aea
behaviors. For example, positive economic shocks may lead relatively more cowservati
voters to move into a neighborhood. However, we find that our results are robust to the
inclusion of covariates to control for selection and do not differ substantially between
neighborhoods with more or less turnover. Further, our registration and demographic data
provide evidence that the increase in conservative voting occurs despite the fact that
relative Republican registration is decreasing as economic conditions improve.

An additional concern about our methodology is that it cannot separate to what
extent, within neighborhoods, individuals are voting based on personal economic
circumstances or based on what they observe about their neighbors’ economic
circumstances. Note that this limitation arises primarily from theeagde nature of our
predicted employment index. Even if we had access to individual level voting data, we
would still not be able to discern the effects of individual fortunes from community
fortunes because the employment “shock” is at a more aggregated level.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. In the next section we detail the
data, our employment shock measure and our estimation strategy. Section Il presents
basic results, robustness checks, a discussion of the threat of selection bias, lgnd final
results by tract type. In section IV we conclude by exploring possible mechanisms

leading to a uniform impact of economic conditions on voting across issue type.

® Our results also speak to the literature on theses of belief formation. (See for example Glaé2@05),
Piketty (1995) and Benabou and Tirole (2006) fewottetical contributions and Di Tella, Galliani and
Schargrodksy (2007) for an empirical investigafjon.



1. DATA/METHODOLOGY

California Tract-Level Voting Data

We turn to the state of California for our analysis because the state and its
residents make frequent use of the ballot proposition. In the 15 year period, 1990-2004,
there were 181 statewide ballot propositions in primary, general and speciainslect
These propositions spanned the spectrum of political issues from tax and fiscat@golicy
public good provision to campaign finance regulation to moral issues such as gambling.
The great advantage of inferring preferences from propositions, as opposed to candidate
choice, is that each proposition asks voters to express their views on a singleassue at
time. For example, the “Housing and Emergency Shelter Trust Fund Act of 2002” posed
a redistributive question: Should $2.1 billion in bonds be issued to provide temporary
and permanent housing or housing improvements for battered women, seniors, the
disabled and veterans? In the same year, the “Election Day Voter Registratien. V
Fraud Penalties. Initiative Statute” posed an electoral procedure question: Showdd vote
be allowed to register on Election DAyThe first proposition passed; the second failed.)
While on each of these issues voting yes would be considered a more liberal position,
inferences about one’s willingness to redistribute resources are better dvaworie’s
vote on the first measure.

Propositions may be placed on a California ballot by either the legislature or by
citizen’s initiative. The legislature must seek popular approval to issue bonds cgrid am
the state constitution. An individual may place a proposition on the ballot for either of
these purposes or to create a legal statute by collecting signatures equgaptydent of

the gubernatorial vote in the last election, or eight percent in the case of a donsatitut

® The measure would have also criminalized “consgita commit voter fraud”.



amendment.Passage of a proposition requires a simple majority. Propositions appear on
the ballot without any party identification. Thus, another advantage of propositions for
our purposes is that they ask citizens to make real political decisions without being
subjected to the immediate influence of a party label.

Prior to Election Day, attentive voters can learn whether a proposition is favored
relatively more by Republicans or Democrats by reading official ballot pansprbent
to the voter by the state, these pamphlets contain arguments, for and against, signed by
high-profile individuals and interest groups. As noted by Gerber and Phillips (2003),
these arguments provide voters with “potentially powerful and efficient voting cues”
which typically allow readers to discern whether the proposition is being supported or
opposed by Republicans or Democrats. In fact, a 1990 poll cited in Bowler and Donovan
(1998) finds that 90 percent of California respondents claim to look at the arguments in
favor and against the measure, more than report looking at the title or the nonpartisan
summary. A second source for political orientation is advertisements whichefaity
members or political interest groupghus, the political leaning of the proposition can be
ascertained by voters willing to do some homework or to read and think critically about
the propositions in the voting booth. However, propositions do not allow for a quick and
easy “straight ticket” party vote and thus potentially allow us to separatéehts ef

economic circumstances on party choice from effects on support for various issues.

" Because individuals may place propositions orbtikt, one might be concerned about a correlation
between economic shocks and the type of legisldtianis on the ballot. Such simultaneity is nthraat

to our identification strategy because we focuy @ml propositions that are voted on statewidehaoll
neighborhoods regardless of economic circumstaaeesoting on the same initiatives at the same.time

8 For example, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger aggueir television advertisements supporting a set of
ballot initiatives he sponsored for the 2005 sgesliection. Similarly Los Angeles Mayor Antonio
Villaraigosa narrated a number of television adg iromoted a 2006 ballot initiative that would &av
provided universal pre-school to California famslieln addition, well known special interest grospsh

as the California Teachers Association and the HdwWwarvis Taxpayers Association commonly sponsor
advertisements that either support or oppose vafoopositions.



The Statewide Database, maintained by the Institute of Governmental Studies
(IGS) at the University of California at Berkeley, provides data on aggregtge
outcomes and voter registration for all statewide primary and generabakebtld in
California since 1990. The primary unit of analysis in the Statewide Databése is t
voting precinct. We aggregate to the census tract, at which level employment ligyindus
is available. (The aggregation process is detailed in the Data Appendix.)

In order that our biennial employment index has a consistent temporal
relationship with our voting variables, we restrict attention to general @hsctvhich
occur in November of even years in California. To avoid any correlation between
regional economic conditions and what appears on the ballot, we focus only on those
contests in which all voters in the state may participate. In our eight elecéis) ¥690-
2004, we cover four gubernatorial elections and 91 ballot contests. The 91 propositions
include all general election ballot items for the years 1992-2004 and 10 of the 28
propositions on the 1990 general election b&liBihe most famous propositions in our
sample are Proposition 187 in 1994 which denied illegal immigrants access to public
services and Proposition 209 in 1996 which prohibited public discrimination on the basis
of race, sex, color, ethnicity or national origin and thus ended affirmative action
considerations in admissions to the University of Califothi@oth propositions passed.)

We use these contests to create our main dependent variable, share voting for the
Democratic (liberal) candidate or issue. For gubernatorial elections, tingidafof this
outcome is straightforward: the Democratic share of the two-party vote. Tlagea\ar

this measure is 53 percent. (See Table 1 for sample means.)

° In 1990, the first year of data collection, thatstcollected results for only a sample of proposit.
19 proposition 227, which required that public schiastruction be conducted almost exclusively in
English, is not in our sample because it appeaneith® 1998 primary election ballot.



Defining the Democratic side of a proposition is more complicated. To determine
whether yes or no represents the more liberal side, for each of the 91 propositions, we run
regressions of the form:

(1)  yesvotg =B (den), + B,(rep), + B,(ind), + 4, and

(2) novote = B,(den), + B.(rep), + Bs(ind), + 1.,

wheren indexes neighborhoods (tractggsvote (novota$ the share of the tract voting

yes (no) andlem (rep/ind") is the percent of registered voters who are registered

Democrats (Republicans/Other or Independent). The means of these variables are .49, .34

and.19 respectively. We then calculate the relative propensity of Democrats tevote y
on the measure as:

(3)  Relative Propensity 8, -B, - (B, -B) .12

A score of -2 would mean that in neighborhoods Imiclv all registered voters are
Republican all voters are predicted to vote yesiamgtighborhoods in which all
registered voters are Democrats all voters areigiestito vote no. A score of +2 would
predict the reverse. A score of 0 would predichigel voting patterns in districts
regardless of the party composition of its resideithile theoretically this relative
propensity measure varies from -2 to 2, in pradineevoting is not so lopsided. The

measure ranges from -1.02 to 1.23 with a mean6éril a standard deviation of .44.

M Independent includes those who are registerediliai@id and those who affiliate with a party otliean
Democrat or Republican. As of December 2007, eitfimye percent of registered Californians who are n
registered for a major party are registered as libed to State”, California’s term for Independents
http://mww.ballot-access.org/2007/12/24/new-califarregistration-data-2/

2 \We did not constrain our coefficients to lie beéwe and the share of the party who turned out
(predicted in equations of the form of equationufhsgitutingturnoutfor yesvote Nonetheless, our
predicted coefficients were quite well behavedtt@f 364 coefficients of interest, only 7 were pegelil to
be negative. In all cases percent Democrats (Rijauisl) voting yes plus percent Democrats
(Republicans) voting no did not sum to more thaeentage point more than predicted Democratic
(Republican) turnout.



We check the validity of this measure in three w&ysst, the Public Policy
Institute of California surveys state residentsudlibeir political leanings and opinions.
Fielded since 1998, the surveys have asked abordeén of the propositions in our
sample. The survey data allow us to calculatedlsive propensity of those who claim
to be Democrats to report voting yes. The corretabetween the survey data measure
and the aggregate data measure is .83. Second afeeofficial proponents and
opponents for each of the propositidiisUsing Internet resources we were able to
collect party information for at least one proponand one opponent for 50 of the
propositions in our sample. (The difficulty in caiting this measure is that the official
text of propositions, by design, does not revealgalitical affiliation of proponents and
opponents.) We use the party information to cateutlae relative propensity of
Democrats to support the yes side of the legisiafidnis measure correlates .52 (or .59 if
we focus only on the 29 propositions in which aference states the party of the
individual explicitly*®) with the relative propensity measure we creategithe tract
data. Finally, we follow the money. We examine riflative contributions of the
Democratic and Republican parties to the yes argldes of the 42 propositions to
which either party contributed money. We find aretation of .52 of this monetary

support measure with our relative propensity measlinus, our measure seems a

13 Under the California Elections Code, proponents @pponents of a proposition may submit to the
Attorney General arguments for or against a prasi These arguments are included in officialdtal
pamphlets and are signed by the individuals or gsdhat submit the arguments. Official sponsoes ar
given the first opportunity to submit argumentdaxor of a proposition. If the official sponsoretonot
submit an argument, the Secretary of State givesyfiority to bona fide associations of citizdinst (e.g.
California Teachers Association) and second psiddtindividual voters. In selecting argumentsiagba
proposition, the Secretary of State gives prefezeamd priority in the following order: (1) legisiad body,
(2) member of a legislative body, (3) bona fideoagstion of citizens, and (4) individual voters (Ger
and Phillips 2003). Typically, arguments for onatst a proposition are prepared by the officiarsor or
by vested interest groups such as the Californ&chiers Association, the California Taxpayer Pradect
Committee, the Nature Conservancy, the Howard Sdrakpayers Association, etc.

% |n the remainder we had to infer party from contex

10



reasonable proxy of how liberal leaning a proposiis. We define voting Democratic on
a proposition as voting yes (no) when this measugeeater (less) than zero. Our
dichotomous classification yields 100 percent agwea with a dichotomous
classification based on the PPIC survey data, 6perfent agreement with a
classification based on official proponent/opporarty and 79 percent agreement with
a classification based on official party donatioRse average of the dichotomous
variable is .45. Because of the greater possildditynisclassification amongst those
propositions with a value of the continuous measaa 0, we demonstrate that our
results are robust to excluding those propositieitls a relative propensity of -.1 to .1.

Classifying our votes based on the voting outcofoethe same neighborhoods
whose voting behavior we hope to predict may feeléar. However, our results are
robust to randomly choosing one half of the censadds to classify the propositions and
the other half to estimate the impact of employneamiditions on voting behavior.

To familiarize the reader with our data, Table 2wk the relationship between
our outcomes and tract level characteristics. Waraye Democratic voting for governor
and propositions by type across our sample yeatsaby We then merge this collapsed
data with 1990 census data and run regressiongmioDratic voting on tract level
demographics. As has been shown across a varieguoitries, higher income predicts
more conservative voting in the cross section. Thtsue for both gubernatorial and
ballot contests. Tracts with more minorities (partarly Blacks) and those with more
educated residents have a greater propensity &oD@imnocratic. The sign of the income,
minority and employment coefficients do not varyoss proposition typ&. The income-

conservative voting gradient is the steepest ferédistributive categories: 1) social

> The one exception is the negative, insignificaheorace coefficient in the regulation category.
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(welfare), which includes votes in the subcategoeducation, health, labor and welfare
and 2) (taxation and) fiscal. Nonetheless inconeesgnificant negative predictor of
voting on the non-economic propositions.

The ability of the same demographics to predictseovative voting for
candidates and proposition of various types is istergt with Branton (2003). While
previous studies demonstrated that partisanshigigiesl voting across two or three
unrelated propositions, Branton examines exit goll$0 ballot propositions covering
issues from economic to moral, across more thasté¥@s and three years. She finds that
partisanship (which is strongly predicted by denmapdiics) predicts individuals’ voting
across the range of propositions.

Predicted Employment Index

We are interested in the relationship betweemgatind economic conditions.
However we recognize the potential endogeneityrighborhood’s economic
conditions. Employment is a function of both lademand and labor supply (effort,
hours worked, industry employed in). The same dtaritics which influence a
person’s decisions to work in a particular industng live in a particular neighborhood
may also influence his or her political preferenceége follow the procedure developed
by Bartik (1991) and utilized by Blanchard and Kit892), Bound and Holzer (2000)
and Autor and Duggan (2003) to create an indegdtate exogenous shocks to the

demand for residents’ human capital. The indgy,is calculated as:

(4) ‘é:n,y = Zk ¢kny=0yky
whereg is the share of the traotemployment in industri in the initial year ang is the

log share of national employment in induskny yeary. The predicted employment

12



index (PEI) predicts what tract level employmentidobe if industry composition
remained fixed and industry level employment charmeeurred uniformly across tracts.
Tracts in which a large fraction of employees acgking in declining (growing)
industries will be predicted to have lower (grepgmployment over time. Provided that
national employment trends are uncorrelated wdhttlevel supply response, this index
isolates exogenous variation in demand for resgldéniman capital. To add to the

likelihood that this condition holds, we follow Aartand Duggan (2003) and defipeas

national employment excluding the state of Calii@rthus excluding the labor supply
response of individuals in the focal tract andatsor market. We calculate the index for
all tracts located in California MSAs for the yed@90 to 2004. We restrict our attention
to tracts which are located in MSAs because ouonakindustry employment data do
not contain information for the agricultural sectbewer than two percent of the
approximately 7000 tracts in the state of Califarare not located in an MSA. Means for
the index are shown in Table 1.

Because of the limitations of tract level employmi@dustry data our
employment data are coarser than what is avaikidehas been used previously at the
state level. Our employment data are grouped itmdustries listed in the Data
Appendix. Because of changes in the industriaksdiaation system over time (also
detailed in the Data Appendix) tract level emploptngata for the year 2000 are
compatible with our national time series, but tlagel employment data for 1990 are
not. We do not use the 2000 tract industry employrdata as our “initial” year because
of the concern that industrial changes during thetres influenced residential and

industry sorting patterns of workers prior to tH#02 census. Instead, we use data from

13



the 1990 (or 1980) decennial censuses to predictiiare of employment in each
identified industry in 2000. Specifically, for tisample of California metropolitan
census tracts, the share employed in each of tlvatégories in 2000 is regressed on the
share of employment in each of 17 (15) distincustdy categories available in the 1990
(1980) decennial census. We then use these regmedsi predict tract level employment
in each industry defined in 2000. That our resaftsrobust to using either 1990 or 1980
industries as our anchor year lends confidenckambtion that our initial employment
shares are not endogenous to industrial changesroxgin the 1990s. We further
demonstrate that our results are robust to scéti@egmployment index by the percent of
working age individuals in the tract in 1990. Thiseck ensures that results are not driven
by those tracts in which the predicted employmedéexk should have little power to
predict economic health because few residentsfas@iking age.

Previous work has demonstrated that the prediatgglayment index is
correlated with state level employment and earn{Bdgnchard and Katz., 1992 and
Bound and Holzer, 2000). Ideally we would presantience that the index is predictive
of employment at finer levels of geography by shaya “first stage”, a regression of
employment on our index and tract and year dummpms&sg our biennial tract level data.
But as we have stated previously, tract level egmpknt data are not available between
censuses. Thus, we first show in Table 3 thatritlex is predictive of biennial
employment at the county level and then demonstinattethe index predicts employment
at the decennial frequency at the tract level. fifsecell of Table 3 presents the
coefficient on the predicted employment index frarmounty level regression of

employment/population o#, ,and county and year fixed effects. A ten percetiieiase

14



in the demand index increases the employment satevér five percentage points. With
our coarse industry employment data and a sampelgf37 metropolitan counties
across eight years, this result is not significaihie second cell in column 1 demonstrates
that the result is robust to using 1980 industiieglace of 1990 industries, as predictors
for 2000 industry tract mix.

In order to compare our “first stage” across |levafl geographies, in the next
column we re-estimate the specification of colunwith only two years of county data:
1990 and 2000, to correspond with our tract leeslstis data. Across the ten years, a ten
percent increase in the index leads to approximatélvo to three percentage point
increase in employment.

In the final columns of Table 3 we focus on theeleof geography (but not
frequency) of data we will employ in our analydiscolumn 3 we reestimate the
specification of column 2 substituting tract foruoty data. Since the counties in column
2 are composed of the tracts in column 3, it issadang that point estimates do not differ
greatly between the columns. We find in column& thten percent increase in the
predicted employment index increases employmeiaidoyt four percentage points.

This result is robust to the addition of county*yéaed effects, as demonstrated in the
final column of the table.

Estimation Procedure

Using our predicted employment index (PEI) andhbial voting data, we
estimate an equation of the form:

(5) Outcome n=o + (&, ,) +¥n + Se+ Xcy +len.

15



wheree indexes electoral contests (gubernatorial or balwitests)c indexes countyn
indexes census tracts apthdexes yearOutcomeas outlined in a previous section, is
share voting the liberal side.andé are vectors of tract and electoral fixed effects
respectively. Finally, to hold labor market conaiits fixed we control fog, a vector of
county*year effects. Previous papers have demdsstithat the index predicts long term
changes in wages and employment (Blanchard and,K&22 and Bound and Holzer,
2000). Thus, we interpratas the change in voting behavior induced by amgexous
shift in a neighborhood’permanenjob security. To increase the precision of our
estimates we weight observations by the votingpagpeilation in the year. Because of
concerns of heteroskedasticity, autocorrelationtaedack of independence of our error
term within tracts, we use robust standard errustered at the tract level.

In the ideal experiment, we could isolate the iotjd economic conditions on
voting by varying employment prospects while legvirther characteristics unchanged.
We have no such ability to hold other charactersstixed as individuals are free to sort
across neighborhoods. In Table 4 we present refsattsregressions of the form of
Table 3 column 4 to demonstrate the impact of thpleyment shock on various
neighborhood characteristics pulled from the de@@mensuses. Each cell presents the
outcome variable and coefficient on the PEI frodifeerent regression. Outcome
variables are divided into three categories: 1heauic characteristics which combine
the direct effects of the employment shock withefects of neighborhood sorting and
2) demographic characteristics which reflect punisg and 3) summary measures of

neighborhood change.

16



In the economic characteristic column of the tale show that across the full
sample PEI predicts no significant change in incSraeer the ten year period. This
result masks considerable heterogeneity by neididaal's initial income, despite
relative homogeneity in the impact of PEI on empient across neighborhood type.
Neighborhoods in the second and third quartileayegpty see increases in average
household income resulting from an increase in PHlile the poorest neighborhoods
see a sizeable decrease in income, most likelyalserting. The most economically
advantaged tracts see no change in income restidingthe employment shocks.

The neighborhood change column shows that postieeks to the value of
residents’ human capital result in population lasd an increasing share of newcomers.
The demographic results detail that Hispanics aneidners comprise a smaller fraction
of the population as PEI increases. Other minaritied college educated individuals
make up a larger fraction.

While these decennial results likely overstatesthert run changes in
neighborhood characteristics that result from skdokhe value of resident’s human
capital, they can provide a sense of the direatidnias due to neighborhood mobility.
Take for example percent college educated. As REféases so too does the percent of
college-educated tract residents. Recall that niéfa we showed that fraction college-
educated is conditionally positively correlatedhwiberal voting. Multiplying .33, the
PEI coefficient in the college educated specifarain Table 4, by .41, the coefficient on
college educated in the gubernatorial specificatibhable 2, we find that a ten percent

increase in PEI would predict a more than one pelicerease in share voting for the

6 We use categorical income to calculate averagsdimid income. We multiply the share of households
whose income falls within a bracket by the midpahthe income bracket and sum across brackets.

17



Democratic gubernatorial candidate, just due targer fraction of college educated
residents. Following that same procedure for glhedemographic characteristics, we
see that five of eight predict an increase in Dazgubernatorial voting, while three
predict a decrease. Summing all eight effectsimet based on demographic changes,
that the selection that results from employmentkb®n net increases the share of
predicted Democratic voters. A ten percent incréa$eEl is predicted to increase the
share of Democratic gubernatorial voters by aeliétver a third of a percentage paiht.
Thus this exercise suggests that the results aielkesection may be slightly biased
against finding that positive shocks increase caasism. We will discuss the potential
of selection bias further. We first detail our fings that positive economic
circumstances, in fact, do result in more consergatoting behavior.
[l RESULTS

In the first column of Table 5 we show that pasiteconomic conditions increase
conservative voting on ballot propositions as alh®he analysis in this column pools
all ballot propositions to run models of the forfrequation 5. The point estimate of
-.450 indicates that as a neighborhood’s predietadloyment index increases by 10
percent, the fraction of voters choosing the Demticiside on the average proposition
decreases by 4.5 percentage points. Scaling tleé#fictent using the results of Table 3
suggests that an increase in employment of on@ptge point increases conservative

voting by 1.1 percentage poirifsas shown in the squiggly brackets. Alternativety w

7 Using the less partisan proposition outcomes,imgethat PEI predicts a near zero decrease indlber
voting. This prediction is an order of magnitudeafier than the gubernatorial prediction and thusvotes

no evidence that an examination of the effect ohemic conditions on proposition voting would be
biased by mobility.

18 The average within tract change in percent empldy90 to 2000 is approximately -4 percentage point
or a little under -1 percentage point biennially.
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can rerun the ballot proposition regression usinly the decennial data so our numerator
and denominator reflect the same time horizon. ddeennial proposition equation yields
a coefficient of -.359 implying that an increaseemployment of one percentage point
increases conservative voting by .9 percentagegbifthe second cell in the column
shows that the result is robust to a change fro8016 1980 weights.

In the second column of the table we provide awgehat positive economic
conditions also predict more conservative candidatece. We examine gubernatorial
contests to parallel our state level ballot propass. Specifically we find that a one
percentage point increase in the PEI decreases sbaing for the Democratic candidate
by over one percentage point.

In the remaining columns of Table 5 we speak éogbneralizeability of our data
by demonstrating that they yield economic impactsnaumbent voting and turnout that
are consistent with previous literature. An inceeasthe value of residents’ human
capital decreases the share of the two party wateived by the incumbent party (column
3). (The mean of this variable can be found in @db) This is consistent with a large
literature that employs both time series and csagsional micro data to show that
willingness to vote for the incumbent party is E@sing in economic prosperity. (See
Fiorana, 1978, for a review of the time series matata literature. Fiorana, 1978 and
Markus, 1988, are examples of the micro data aghrpa

Finally the results of column 4 show that an iase=in the value of residents’

human capital decreases their propensity to $foféle define turnout as total number of

% The scaled coefficient is larger in magnitude ttiencoefficient on employment in a decennial
regression of proposition voting on employment &radt and county*year fixed effects, implying thia¢
naive regression is biased upward, or that an edhitariable increases employment and liberal voting
% This specification includes only the years 19998 and 2002 as turnout was not collected in 1990.
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votes cast in the electoral contest divided byiting eligible population?} Residents
of neighborhoods that are losing economically aoeentikely to turn out. (While we
show the results for gubernatorial elections whacbur in non-presidential election
years; this is also true for presidential electyears.) Our turnout findings are consistent
with Hastings et. al. (2007) who find that losihg school choice lottery increases the
likelihood that White parents vote in the proximatdool board election.

Results by Issue Type

Table 5 results indicate that positive economitditions increase conservative
voting generally. In Table 6 we return to our 9Qdbgasitions to understand if and how the
impact of economic circumstances varies by issaa.ale divide propositions into
seven categories. The first two types we consmléetthe most redistributive: 1) taxation
and fiscal policy and 2) social welfare, which umbs votes in the subcategories
education, health, labor and welfare. While edwucasind health spending might be more
readily thought of as public goods, Besley and E¢&991) note that as long as the
quality of the public good is not too high, somegeholds will choose not to consume
the public good, and thus public good provision wilfact be redistributive. The
remaining categories are: 3) election, which inekidampaigns, elections and public
officials; 4) courts, which includes crime and ceimdjudication; 5) government
regulation, which includes energy, environment anscellaneous regulations; 6) vices,
which includes gambling, alcohol and drugs and éhitipal and transportation. Recall

that Table 2 showed that in the cross sectionrtbeme-conservative voting gradient was

%L The 1990 census provides citizenship by age amiwle can directly calculate voting age population.
For 2000 age by citizenship is no longer available. predict voting eligible population in 2000 usitne
following equation: voting age population (2000Namber of citizens (2000) * Percent of citizens who
are adults (1990) *Percent of population that isla2000)/Percent of population that is adult (QRWe
obtain the voting age population for the remainyegrs by linear interpolation.
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less steep for these “non-economic” issues. Thengaaf the subcategories is based on
“History of California Ballot Initiatives: 2002% which lists citizens’ initiatives by
category. Appendix Table 1 lists all propositiotyschtegory.

We run a modified version of equation 5 in which meract the predicted
employment index with the seven categories of psdjmms. Results, shown in column 1,
indicate that a ten percent increase in the indeseases conservative voting on fiscal
issues by 4.6 percentage points. The figure ipdrBentage points for social welfare
issues. Thus, we provide evidence in support oftteery that positive employment
shocks increase support for conservative redigiohipolicies®®

The remaining rows of the column demonstrate tti@impact of economic
conditions on voting expands beyond those pureyemic issues, for which theory
makes a prediction. In fact, the impact of the mted employment index on the five
remaining categories is of a similar magnitudesragiercent increase in the index results
in a four to five percentage point decrease inribeoting on election, crime, regulatory,
vice and municipal issues. Hence we provide evidéhat conservative views on a wide
variety of issues are increased by positive econ@mbcks?

One explanation for the uniform impact of econogoaditions on voting across

categories is that issues in a variety of categara have fiscal or redistributive

22 pvailable at http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/ihitstory.pdf.

2 We caution that this result should not be intelgteas saying that the demand for poverty allewigis
decreasing in economic conditions, but more naydhdt the demand for public provided poverty
alleviation is decreasing in economic conditionsubkholds may well view public and private givirsy a
substitutes. The charitable giving literature hasven that income increases private giving. (See for
example Auten, Sieg and Clotfelter, 2002).

24 Concerned that heterogeneity within issue growpsdcbe driving our similar results across group, w
examine the results when we limit consideratiopublic school bond measures which appear on tHetbal
in 1990, 1992, 1998 and 2002. Once again we gkxdifference between voting on a particular,hist
case very narrowly defined, issue and voting ompudpositions for the four years in question. The
coefficients on the predicted employment index nsovem -.777 when we focus on the four bond vates t
-.711 when we enlarge focus to all propositions.
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consequences. For example Proposition 7 in 1998hwire code as environmental,
awards tax credits for reductions in air emissids. consider the possibility that bills
with a fiscal impact in various categories are ithgvour uniform results. (We note,
however, that the similarity of the election resuti the fiscal and social results is hard to
explain under this theory.) To investigate thisgioitity we recode ballots by whether
their official summary, which appears on the balétplicitly mentions taxatidii or the
issuance of bonds. As the Proposition 7 examplstithites, these words are not simply
proxies for vote category. While the fiscal catggsrthe one whose bills most frequently
mention taxes explicitly, vice is a close secoruti8 welfare ranks second to regulation
in terms of frequency of the use of the word “boirdiegislation. (See Appendix Table 1
for a complete list of proposals and their tax/balassification.) We once again modify
equation 5 to include in addition to the prediot@tpbloyment index main effect, the
interaction of the index with an indicator for tverd “tax” being mentioned in the bill
summary and the interaction of the index with afiagator for the word “bond” being
mentioned in the bill summary. A ten percent insgeen the index results in a 4.4
percentage point decrease in liberal voting ors bilat do not mention the word tax or
bond explicitly, say the results of column 2. Ntitat the coefficient on the main effect is
quite similar to that of the unmodified versionagjuation 5 which does not include
tax/bond interactions. Furthermore, the impaaadnomic conditions does not differ
substantively across bills that do and do not noenaxes or bonds specifically. The tax
bill interaction is small, positive and insignifita While the bond interaction is

statistically significant, it is more than an oradémagnitude smaller than the main

% |n specifications shown, we code tax as 1 onlymithe tax refers to a personal or sales tax. Reaudt
robust to including six additional bills (1992: 16896:212, 1998: 11, 2004:1A, 68 and 70) focusing
taxation for lobbyists, casinos, employers anceditatal tax sharing agreements.
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effect?® Even when voters are cued to the redistributitenezof certain votes, there is
little substantive difference in how economic caiwtis affect voting outcomes across
vote type<’ While not predicted by economic theory, this anifity of impact is
consistent with the political science literaturendastrating that partisanship predicts
conservative voting across proposition type.
Robustness

The remaining columns of Table 6 demonstrate abestness of the result. First,
we address concerns about the predicted employim#g. Columns 3-4 repeat columns
1-2, substituting 1980 weights, for 1990. Resulésrabust to this change. A second
concern about the calculation of the predicted egrpent index is that the measure is
relatively less informative about the economic treaf those neighborhoods in which
few residents are of working age. To ensure thafindings are driven by those
neighborhoods for which employment demand is melstvant, we scale our index using
the fraction of residents in 1990 who were of wogkage, defined as 18-64.
Reassuringly, coefficients shown in columns 5-@ease in magnitude by about 50
percent. (The relationship between the scaled giedliemployment index and realized
employment is only about 30 percent larger and thesmplied relationship between
conservative voting and employment is larger is gpecification than in the basic

specification.) A final concern about the indexthat it may be correlated spatially.

% Our finding that economic shocks affect votingemonomic and non-economic issues is robust tard thi
categorization. We code bills’ economic relevangdbw strongly income predicts liberal vote shaké
group bills into three categories: those for which negative coefficient on income is above meduane,
those for which it is below and those for whichdnee is a positive predictor of liberal vote shifiehe

final category includes 12 -13 of 91 propositioepending on whether we include other demographics i
our prediction equations. But the positive coeffitiis not robust. Only one proposition shows dtjves
relationship between income and voting, both witd without controls.)

2" We have explored various functional forms for ginedicted employment index and present the linear
form because of its fit. For example the squarthefindex enters insignificantly. Positive and rnega
shocks produce effects that are similar in mageitud
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Because of the similarity of their residents’ enyoh@nt patterns, economic shocks may
not be independent across tracts. To allow for deeece, we cluster our standard errors
at the county, rather than the tract level. Thigrieextremely conservative correction
given that we control in all specifications for cdyryear fixed effects and thus are
identifying solely based on within county variatidesults are shown in columns 7 and
8. While our standard errors increase five or sid four results remain significant at
conventional levels.

We are also concerned that because we classifypagition as liberal or
conservative based on the relative frequency of @ats to vote yes on the proposition,
there is far greater possibility of misclassificatifor propositions in which our relative
propensity measure is close to zero. In column® 94 demonstrate that our results are
robust to restricting attention to the 78 of 91pwsitions with relative propensity scores
of greater than .1 in absolute value.

Finally, we are concerned that our results maypgrreflect concurrent
neighborhood trends in employment and conservatgmexplore this possibility in
Appendix Table 2. For tractability, we collapse data to tract/proposition type/year
cells where proposition type is either fiscal/sboianot or tax/bond or ndt We then
first difference the data by tract/proposition typ®l add tract level fixed effects to
control for linear year tract trends. While thecAsocial coding suggests a larger effect
of employment shocks on fiscal/social votes thdreiovotes when we move from the
fixed effect to the first difference specificatigdhe tax/bond coding continues to show
consistent effects of employment shocks on votdxuf types. For both codings, adding

tract fixed effects to control for tract*year trendnly serves to increase the magnitude of

2 \We enlarge the groupings so that we have balfoésich type in each year.
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the impact of employment on conservative votingug;PAppendix Table 2 provides
evidence that tract trends do not drive our restlts
Selection

We have found robust evidence that positive econoonditions affect
neighborhoods’ tendencies to vote conservativelyil®\the effect of economic
conditions on a neighborhood is of inherent intenearticularly to the elected official
who represents that area, we are also interesteovineconomic conditions affect
individuals’ political views and behaviors. Becaugerely on tract level data, our results
may be driven by selection of individuals into and of neighborhoods rather than by
changes in individual political behavior. The comcis that a positive economic shock
may draw relatively more conservatives into a negghood. This is a nontrivial issue
given that in the year 2000 nineteen percent ofleess in our sample tracts had moved
into their residence within the past two yearsirA@e bounding exercise suggests that
100 percent of our findings could be due to suclkentent.

In this section we provide evidence that our fngdi reflect changes in
individuals’ political views and behaviors, rathliban simply residential movement in
response to changing economic circumstances. Wederthree types of evidence: 1) we
split our finding by neighborhood turnover; 2) weeine the changing characteristics of
voter registrants and 3) we demonstrate the rolkastof our results to controls for the
changing characteristics of residents. These aeslgt provide evidence that our results
are robust to selection concerns. Further, thestegion results imply that the bias is

directed against finding that positive economicdibans increase conservative voting.

29 An additional concern was that our results wefeedr by one very politically connected industry o
was growing because of employee voting behaviowéier, our results are robust to sequentially
dropping groups of tracts by largest industry.
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We begin with suggestive evidence that comes fromparing the impact of
employment shocks on voting in neighborhoods tkpegence more and less turnover.
While we can never discern with certainty the vgtirehavior of individual movers or
non-movers using aggregate data, if selectionagitiver we are likely to find the link
between employment shocks and conservatism is mvaaker in more stable
neighborhoods. We define neighborhood stabilitgnia ways: First, by the share of
owner occupied housing in 1990 and second, byhltheesof housing whose occupants
are long term (more than ten year) residents irD200each case we split the sample at
the median defining more stable as above mediaztepeowner occupied (new residents)
and less stable as neighborhoods below the meRResults presented in Table 7 indicate
that by either definition there is little econondiifference between the impact of
economic conditions on Democratic voting in mord lss stable neighborhoods.
Coefficients differ by only three percent acrosgihborhood type. And in fact point
estimates in the owner occupied specificationscate that the magnitude of the effect is
slightly greater in our less stable neighborhoods.

Our next piece of evidence on selection comes hegrstration data. We have
found that an increase in the predicted employrnmelgx increases conservative voting.
If the index also predicts an increase in Repuhbliegistration then this is evidence that
selection may be driving our findings. (The ince&epublican registration could also
be the result of longer term residents registefanghe first time or changing their
affiliation.) On the other hand if the index dexses Republican registration then it
seems unlikely that selection into the neighborhisattiving our findings. In the first

two columns of Table 8 we run models of the fornegéiation 5 in which our dependent
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variables are percent Democratic and percent Regaubdf those of voting age (row 1)
and of those registered (row 2). We find that amease in the predicted employment
index leads to a small insignificant decrease engthare of the voting age population
registered as Democratic and a much larger sigmfidecrease in the share registered
Republican. Thus, as we see in the second rowedftie, a ten percentage point
increase in our predicted employment index incredéise Democratic share of the
registered by 2.7 percentage points and decrelasd®apublican share of the registered
by 2.2 percentage points. (The results imply a sderease in share registered
Independent.) Hence the Table 8 findings providevidence that our results are driven
by selection. Rather, positive economic conditimtsease conservative voting despite
the relative decrease in Republican voters. Thesdts are consistent with the
demographic change that occurs in response tocagase in the predicted employment
index. We showed in Table 4 that the fraction reidicted Democratic gubernatorial
voters increases in response to a positive employsteck®®

In Table 9 we continue to present evidence thafindings on turnout and vote
choice are not driven by selection. Here we dennatesthat our results are robust to the
inclusion of covariates that control for the charggneighborhood demographic
characteristics. The basic regressions are modétedorm of equation 5, but including
only the years 1990 and 2000. We focus on the demleyears so that in our control
regressions we can include as covariates the celesnsgraphic characteristics of

percent Black, Latino, Asian, other race, foreiglalerly, under 17 and college graduate.

30 Overall positive economic conditions lead to ardase in registration. Similar to the contentious
Democratic Presidential primary of 2008, econonainditions appear to drive new voter to register and
turn out. (Ball 2008; Chandler 2008; Ingram 200&pkan 2008; Mackay and Parker 2008; and Reid 2008).
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In the first cell of the table we show that thatiaerease in the predicted
employment index decreases Democratic voting opgsitions by 3.6 percentage points
in the decennial sample. Including covariates atés the coefficient by less than 20
percent, as shown in column 2. The remaining cobkiofrthe table perform the same
exercise for the gubernatorial resuftOnce again we see that including covariates
attenuates the basic coefficient by less than 2fepé

Our finding that positive economic conditions ir@se conservatism is robust to
controls for selection. This control exercise tbgetwith the evidence from splitting the
sample by mobility rates and examining the regigtmeand decennial demographic data
provide evidence that our findings reflect attinaliand behavioral changes on the part
of individuals, and not simply selection into and of neighborhoods.

Results by Tract Type

We have shown that positive economic conditioresetese liberal voting on
redistributive and non redistributive ballot propgmss. This could arise in one of two
ways: The first possibility is a homogenous trasponse. On average, voters in all tracts
may increase conservative voting across all vqiedyn response to a positive economic
shock. The second possibility is a heterogene@uas tesponse. Voters in some
neighborhoods may increase conservative votingpamesvote types, while voters in
other neighborhoods increase conservative votingtber vote types, while voters in still
other neighborhoods may not alter voting behavi@llan response to the same positive
economic shock. We next examine the relative releeaf homogenous versus
heterogeneous response by looking at results bytyae. The caveat is of course that

variation by tract type is only suggestive of vaaa by individual type. (For instance

31 Because of the timing of gubernatorial electioms examine the years 1990 and 2002.
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results in both majority Democratic and majoritypeblican tracts could be driven by
Democratic voters.)

We first divide tracts by their political leaningd/e label as “Democratic” tracts
those that had more than the median fraction é@istered Democrats in 1990. We label
the remainder as “Republican” tracts. We returthtobasic model of equation 5 to
examine how economic shocks affects propositiomgdbr these two groups. Voters in
both Democratic and Republican tracts vote increggiconservatively as tract
economic conditions improve, results in Table 1diaate. In order to scale results using
data that are comparable in time frame, the seomnf the table repeats the
specification of row 1, but restricts the sampl@mdy those propositions voted on during
the 1990 and 2000 general elections. The finalneplaces proposition voting with
employment as the outcome of interest. Scalingdhe? coefficients by those of row 3,
we find that voters in Republican tracts increaseservative voting by 1.2 percentage
points in response to an increase in employmeahefpercentage point, while voters in
Democratic neighborhoods increase their consematbting by only .8 percentage
points in response to the same change in predectgdoyment.

We next divide tracts into four categories basedheir poverty level in 1990. As
shown in the remainder of Table 10, point estimatdate that across the four income
categories voters’ conservatism is increasing onemic conditions. The scaled point
estimates indicate similar voting responses bythihee lowest poverty tract types whose
residents increase conservative voting by aboufpeneentage point in response to an
exogenous increase in employment of one percemiaigé The response in high poverty

tracts is half as large.
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The results of Table 10 demonstrate that poséa@omic conditions increase
conservative voting on propositions amongst resgglehtracts of different political
leanings and income levels. We next ask whetheeftfieet is driven by different types of
propositions in different types of tracts. We p@rshis question by running models of the
form of Table 6 column 2, by tract type. The resailte presented in Table 11 Panel A.
The first column shows the results for tracts dblethe median poverty level. (We
divide results here by the median, rather thanuartile, for succinctness. The pattern of
results is robust to dividing by quartiles.) A tegercent increase in the predicted
employment index increases conservative voting sigmificant 4 to 5 percentage points,
depending on proposition type. Voters in neighbodwabove the median poverty level
also increase conservative voting on all propasitigpes in response to an improvement
in their local economic conditions. Coefficientscolumn 2 indicate that the increase is a
significant 3 to 4 percentage points for everygercent increase in the predicted
employment index. Thus, economic conditions haserglar impact on voting outcomes
across a wide variety of propositions for residerftsoth high and low poverty tracts.
The same can be said of Republican (column 3) arddaratic (column 4) tracts. Voters
in tracts of both political leanings increase cowaive voting across vote type in
response to an improvement in economic conditiBogt estimates vary only slightly
across categories, hovering around a three pegepiaint decrease in liberal voting for
those in relatively more Republican tracts and adoa five percentage point decrease in
liberal voting for those in more Democratic neighimods in response to a ten percent
increase in the predicted employment index. Compgagstimates on the various

interactions within tract shows us that employnsdrdcks increase conservative voting
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across proposition type and across tract type.|anéTable 11 demonstrates that we
draw similar conclusions from coding the proposiidy “tax” or “bond” mention. Thus,
Table 11 provides evidence in favor of a homogeseesponse across tract type: voters
in tracts of varying income levels and politicadiéngs increase conservative voting in
response to an improvement of economic conditidfighin tract type, the impact of
economic conditions on conservatism is uniform ssnote type®?

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

We have found evidence of the remarkable consigtehpositive economic
shocks to shift neighborhood residents’ voting mare conservative direction on a
variety of state ballot issues. We show that pesidmployment shocks increase support
for more conservative state ballot propositionsoeoning redistribution. More notably
we find that economic conditions increase the tangéor residents’ to vote
conservatively on non-economic ballot issues. Ngpigsingly, given our results on state
ballot propositions, we also find that the propgnt vote for Republican gubernatorial
candidates is increasing in economic conditions.

Our findings are consistent with a growing literatin political science
demonstrating the ability of party preference tedict voting on ballot issues across the
spectrum. There is no inherent reason that thoseheld conservative economic views
should hold conservative social views. And in fabit we in the United States refer to
as conservative social views, are often part datgrm that includes what would be
referred to as liberal economic views in Europeaumntries. Thus, apart from economic
conditions having a direct impact on opinions concg economic and non-economic

issues, one less direct mechanism by which outtsasiay arise is that economic

%2 The same holds true if we categorize tracts byation, race, or income heterogeneity.
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conditions shift views on redistribution which gtparty preference. Then party
preference informs vote choice on issues acrossgéetrum.

And we do stress “informs” choice. While votersieaore on party cues when
they lack information on the issue or candidatede&ioted on, our results do not appear
to be driven by uninformed voters. One simple nflethumb for determining party
preference on a ballot issue is that a “no” votgeserally the more conservative vote.
This is true for 63 of 91 sample propositions. Nbe&ess, we find positive economic
conditions predict more conservative voting regasdlof whether the conservative side
is “yes” or “no”. Voters likely have more informati on ballots for which more
campaign dollars are spent. We find that economniitions are a better predictor of
conservative voting on those issues on which maneypended than on those issues on
which no campaign dollars are spent. The coeffidieia regression of voting liberally
on PEl is -.479 in the former sample but falls iagnitude to -.085 in the latté.

Thus our results indicate that economic conditisimét purposeful voting across a
variety of issues. Consistent voting may stem feodesire to increase the strength of the
preferred party. Or voters may choose their pasiselol on one or two key issues and then
infer their own preferences from the platform aditparty. Consistent voting is facilitated
by the California Republican and Democratic Partidso are increasingly likely to take
official party stances on ballot proposals anddntgbute money to the proposition
campaigns (Smith and Tolbert, 2001). The partigsgit to make partisan issues out of
ballot propositions. Our results, demonstratind gasitive economic conditions increase
conservative voting on state level candidates disasen economic and non-economic

ballot propositions, suggest that the parties hmen successful in their pursuit.

% There were no dollars spent on 19 of 91 votes.
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DATA APPENDIX

Converting precinct to tract level voting data

For statewide elections that occurred between B@22000, the IGS matched
precinct-level vote returns and voter registraiitiormation to 2000 census blocks and
then aggregated the data to the 2000 censuséradft For the 1990 general election,
the IGS matched precinct-level vote returns anémagistration information to 1990
census blocks. Consequently, we use census latationship files, provided by the
U.S. Census Bureau, to aggregate the 1990 censtls ddita to the 2000 census tract
level. For all statewide elections occurring age00, the IGS only makes available
precinct-level vote returns and voter registraiitiormation. However, the precinct
level data can be aggregated to the 2000 censuddval using conversion files that the
IGS makes available for each election. We useethsction specific conversion files to
convert all election results from 2002 forward tie 2000 census tract leval.

Obtaining an Inter-Geographic-Level Comparable TBegies on Employment

Our research design requires both industry datiedibscribe the industrial
composition of neighborhood residences at the cetraat level at a fixed point in time
and that describe changes in industry employmeet tatme at the national and state
levels. The United States Bureau of Labor Statigfgl S) produces a comparable time

series of national and state industry annual enmpéoyt using the North American

% To match voting precincts to census blocks, th® iBed a straight proportional merge. In casesevhe
voting precincts crossed the boundaries of cenkgks the IGS used the proportion of voters agsigo
each census block as a weight to allocate voten®to census blocks.

% The number and geographic composition of votirgsiprcts changes from election to election. Thus,
election specific “voting precinct to census blockinversion files are needed to match precinct levie
returns to 2000 census tracts.
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Industry Classification System (NAICS) definitionslowever, BLS does not provide the
tract level industrial employment data we need.

The United States Census Bureau’s decennial cenpuseéde the only
information on industrial composition of residentnkers down to the census tract level.
A further complication is that because of the clemnig industrial classification systems
over time, the 2000 censuses rely on the NAICSsiflaations, but the 1980 and 1990
censuses are based on the previous classificatsbens, The Standard Industrial
Classification (SIC) system. Thus only the 200@tttavel industry codes match our
1990-2004 annual state and national employmentiddtestry codes. Hence, in order to
obtain a pre-period measure of tract level emplaymse are forced to predict 2000
industrial employment shares using the 1990 (o0l @&lustrial employment shares.

The industries identified in each year are ideadifin the following table:
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1980 tract
(sic
codes)

1990 tract
(sic
codes)

2000 tract
(NAICS
codes)

National annual
data

Agriculture, Forestry and Fishery

\/

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishery and Mining

\/

Agriculture, Natural Resource and Mining

Natural Resources and Mining

Mining

Construction

<

<<

Manufacturing

Manufacturing—nondurables

Manufacturing—durables

Wholesale Trade

Retail Trade

<<

<<

Transportation

<<=

<<=

Transportation and Warehousing

<

<

Communication and Other Public Utility

<

<

Utilities

Information

Finance and Insurance

Real Estate, and Rental and Leasing

<<=

<<=

Finance, Insurance and Real Estate

Business and Repair Services

Personal Services

Personal Entertainment and Recreation
Services

Professional, Scientific and Technical Serviq

es

Management of Companies and Enterprises

Administrative and support and Waste
Management Services

Educational Services

Health Care and Social Assistance

<< < ||

<< < ||

Health Services

Entertainment and Recreation Services

Arts, Entertainment and Recreation

Accommodation and Food Services

<<

<<

Other Professional and Related Services

Other Services

Public Administration
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Table 1. Summary Statistics

Gubernatorial Voting Panel
(6777 tracts*4
elections=27,108)

Ballot Propositions Voting Panel (6777tracts*91
propositions=616,707)

Dependent Variables
Voting for Democrat/Democratic side

Turnout

Voting for Incumbent (of two party
voting)

Independent Variables
Predicted Employment Index, 1990
weights

Predicted Employment Index, 1980
weights

Years

53
(.18)
[27096]
33

(.16)
[20331]
49
(.18)
[27096]

-2.91
(.14)
[27076]
-2.91
(.13)
[27056]

1990, 1994, 1998, 2002

45
(.16)
[616516]
39

(.16)
[616707]

2.91
(.14)
[615979]
-2.91
(.13)
[615524]

1990-2004, even years

Notes: Means are weighted by tract voting age pajuud. Voting for Democrat is fraction of two-pangting. Standard deviations are in parentheses and
sample sizes are in brackets. Turnout can onlyalbeulated for the Gubernatorial elections of 1988098, and 2002 because total number of votesa@sshot
collected in 1990. All sample sizes exhibit minariation within columns because of data availapili
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Table 2: Descriptive Look at Tract Voting Patterns, Dependent Variable ie 8bting Democratic

Means Governor Propositions
Variable All Election Courts Social Fiscal Regulation Vice Municipal
Income ($10,000) 455 -3.89 -1.23 -.38 -1.26  -1.72 -1.67 -.65 -71 -63
(1.61) (.02) (.07) (.04) (.07) (10) (07) (.01) (.07) (.01)
Urban .93 .05 .02 .01 -.00 .03 .02 .05 .02 .02
(.22) (.01) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
Black .07 72 25 .20 .20 .34 .25 .20 21 .19
(.13) (.01) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.01) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
Asian .09 .29 .07 .01 .08 13 .07 .01 .01 .06
(.10)  (.03) (.01) (.00) (.01) (01) (01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
Hispanic 21 .39 A2 .07 .09 18 .07 .10 .10 .08
(.19) (.02) (.04) (.00) (.00) (.01) (.00) (.01) (.00) (.00)
White .63
(.26)
Other race .01 .62 12 .05 .20 19 A3 -.01 .08 -01
(.01) (17) (.04) (.03) (.06) (.06) (.04) (.08) (.05) (.04)
17 and under 25 -41 -13  -.05 -12 -18 -11  -24 -04 -08
(.08) (.04) (.01) (.01) (.01) (02) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
65 and over A1 .06 .01 .02 -01 .02 -01 .04 .04 .02
(.08) (.04) (.01) (.01) (.01) (02) (.01) (.02 (.01) (.01)
Foreign born 19 A7 .09 .09 .05 .10 .06 15 .07 .07
(.13) (.03) (.01) (.01) (.01) (01) (01) (.01 (.01) (.01)
College 24 41 14 .06 .10 .23 A3 A2 .04 .10
(.16) (.02) (.01) (.00) (.01) (01) (01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
Employed .63 A3 .04 .03 .02 .06 .03 .10 .03 .03
(.11) (.04) (.01) (.01) (.01) (01) (01) (.01 (.01) (.01)
Owner occupied 59 .04 -01 .00 .01 -.02 .01 -.02 .00 -01
(.23) (.01) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.01) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
Ethnic heterogeneity .42 -.09 -.02 -03 -.02 -04 -02 -01 01 -01
(.17)  (.01) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)

Notes: In column 2 standard deviations in paremies columns 3-11 standard errors in parenth83es1990 census tract
variables are defined as percent of populationepiin the case of owner occupied and income whiemormalized by housing

units, and ethnic heterogeneity which is definednaAlesina and La Ferrara (2000) asz—slf wherek are the five racial
k

groups and is the share of the tract population who belonth&racial group. Regressions also control foceer poverty. The
sample size for the regressions is 6769. Regressierghted by tract voting age population.



Table 3: Relationship Between Predicted Employnhasiéx and Employment

Employment/population, Employment/population, Employment/population,  Employment/population,

metropolitan counties metropolitan counties,  metropolitan census tracts, metropolitan census
biannually, 1990-2004 1990 and 2000 1990 and 2000 tracts, 1990 and 2000

Predicted .552 .16 .397 408

Employment (.462) (.234) (.031) (.048)

Index, 1990 [296] [74] [13538] [13538]

weights

Predicted .556 299 .399 .389

Employment (.436) (.222) (.031) (.048)

Index, 1980 [296] [74] [13528] [13528]

weights

Mean (SD) .59 .61 .61 .61

Dependent (.06) (.06) (:12) (:12)

Variable in

Sample

County*year No No No Yes

fixed effects

Notes: Each cell in the first two rows presentsalstimated coefficient on the PEI from a diffenagression. All specifications control for county
(or tract in columns 3-4) and year. Column 4 atsrludes county*year fixed effects. Sample sizerackets. Robust standard errors clustered by
county (or tract in columns 3-4). Regressions widlby voting age population.
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Table 4: Relationship Between Predicted Employment Index and Tract Chiataster

Economic Characteristics Demographic Characteristics Neighborhood Change
Average Income -1215 Percent Black .076 Log Population -.879
(3955) (.024) (.152)
--Bottom Quartile of Poverty Tracts -7903  Percent Hispanic -.547 Percent Moved in Last 10 Years209
(16634) (.056) (.066)
--Second Quartile of Poverty Tracts 38343 Percent Asian .035
(11518) (.028)
--Third Quartile of Poverty Tracts 18560 Percent Other .166
(7786) (.011)
--Highest Quatrtile of Poverty Tracts17703 Percent Foreign -.237
(5277) (.044)
Percent Poverty -.035 Percent College .33
(.037) (.041)
Percent Owner Occupied -.133 Percent Elderly .01
(.038) (.022)
Percent Under 18 .033
(.024)

Notes: Each cell presents the coefficient on the(PE0 weights) from a different regression whime dependent variable is an attribute of the cetragt
pulled from the 1990 and 2000 decennial censusaspefor the last row under Demographic Charadiesisvhere percent moved in 1990-2000 is regressed
the change in the employment index from 1990 tc02@0 specifications control for tract, year andunty*year effects. Robust standard errors clustére
tract. Regressions weighted by voting age populatio
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Table 5: Impact of Changes in Predicted Employnsentoting Outcomes

Share Voting  Share Voting  Share Voting  Share Turning
Democratic on for Democratic for Incumbent Outin

Propositions Gubernatorial  Party Gubernatorial
Candidates Gubernatorial  Elections
Candidates

Predicted employment index, 1990 weights450 -.523 -.699 -.380
(.012) (.034) (.124) (.111)
{-.011} {-.013} {-.017} {--009}
[615788] [27064] [27064] [20307]

Predicted employment index, 1980 weights450 -474 -.238 -.380
(.012) (.036) (.126) (.108)
{--011} {-.012} {--006} {--009}
[615362] [27045] [27045] [20292]

Notes: Each cell presents the estimated coeffidarthe PEI from a different regression using agbahmetropolitan census
tract voting returns. All specifications controkfivact, year and county*year effects. Robust stamerrors clustered by tract in
parentheses. The figure immediately below the stahdrrors is the implied change in outcome thsillts from a one
percentage point increase in employment. Sampéeisibrackets. Regressions weighted by tract gaime population.
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Table 6:Impact of Changes in Predicted Employment on Volxegnocratic, by Proposition Type

Basic, 1990 1980 weights EDI scaled by Cluster by Most partisan
employment aged  county ballots
population

PEI -.444 -.444 -.660 -.444 -.528
(.011) (.011) (.020) (.061) (.014)
PEI*Tax .001 -.001 -.015 .001 -.004
(.002) (.002) (.001) (.007) (.001)
PEI*Bond -.029 -.026 -.044 -.029 -.025
(.004) (.005) (.003) (.020) (.003)
PEI*Fiscal -.459 -.464 -.670 -.459 -.558
(.012) (.012) (.020) (.062) (.014)
PEI*Social -447 -.441 - 704 -447 -.528
(.012) (.013) (.020) (.070) (.014)
PEI*Election -.461 -.469 -.661 -.461 -.554
(.012) (.012) (.020) (.062) (.014)
PEI*Court -.465 -.466 -.670 -.465 -.548
(.011) (.012) (.020) (.060) (.014)
PEI*Regulation -.418 -.406 -.716 -.418 -.509
(.013) (.013) (.020) (.086) (.014)
PEI*Vice -.441 -.450 -.633 -.441 -.520
(.011) (.012) (.020) (.050) (.013)
PEI*Municipal  -.445 -.453 -.676 -.445 -521
(.012) (.012) (.020) (.066) (.014)

Notes: Each column presents estimates from regiggsoposition voting on the PEI and/or interactidetween PEI and
proposition type using a panel of metropolitan csrtsact voting returns. The PEI uses 1990 weighisn not indicated.

Sample size is 615788, except in columns 3-4 witése615362 and in columns 9-10 where it is 5887 Epecifications control
for tract, proposition and county*year effects. Rsbstandard errors clustered by tract when natatdd otherwise. Regressions
weighted by tract voting age population.



Table 7:lmpact of Changes in Predicted Employment on Volbegnocratic, by Neighborhood Stability

Definition of Stable: More StablelLess Stable
Above Median Percent Owner Occupied, 1990157 -.432

(.015) (.017)

[308222] [307566]
Below Median New Residents, 2000 -.446 -.508

(.018) (.043)

[272413]  [23957]

Notes: Each column presents estimates from regigegsoposition voting on the PEI for a differenbsample of tracts. New
residents have moved into their households withptist ten years. Specifications control for traopposition and county*year
effects and use robust standard errors clustereBégressions weighted by tract voting age poprati

Table 8: Impact of Changes in Predicted Employnsentract Registration, Biennial Sample

Denominator Democratic Republican Total
Voting Age Population -.016 -.235 -.228
(.030) (.023) (.070)
Total Registered .266 -.224
(.058) (.002)

Notes: Each cell presents the estimates on thédP&ldifferent regression where the dependentldeiis Democratic, Republican, or total registratas a share
of voting age population in the first row and ashare of total registered voters in the second reach model is estimated with a panel of metrégolcensus
tract voting returns. All specifications controkfivact and county*year effects. Sample size is4ib first row and 54146 in second. Robust stash@arors
clustered by tract. Regressions weighted by tratihg age population.

Table 9: Impact of Changes in Predicted Employnsen€andidate and Ballot Item Choice, Decennial Samp

Share Voting Democratic on Share Voting for Democratic

Propositions Gubernatorial Candidates
Basic Controls Basic Controls
-.359 -.292 -.545 -.444
(.019) (.017) (.042) (.043)
[121715] [121715] [13529] [13529]

Notes: Each cell presents the estimates on thédPBldifferent regression estimated with metrépol decennial census tract voting returns. Bagidets are
of the form of Table 5 and control models incluéasus tract demographics from the 1990 and 2008ntéal censuses. The gubernatorial elections fonus
the years 1990 and 2002. All specifications corfwotract, electoral contest and county*year eéfe&ample size in brackets. Robust standard echossered
by tract. Regressions weighted by tract voting pgeulation. Controls include percent Black, Hisgafdreign, elderly, under 17 and college graduate.
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Table 10: Impact of Changes in Predicted EmployroarDemocratic Proposition Voting, By Tract Type

Republican Democrat Low Q2 Q3 High
Poverty Poverty
(.56) (.98) (.043) (.08) (.15) (2.0)
[.42] [.36] [.47] [.41] [.36] [.30]
Biennial Data
Proposition Voting -.342 -.478 -.367 -.529 -.499 -.263
(.017) (.016) (.025) (.023) (.021) (.02)

[307448] [308340] [153917] [153922] [154024] [153926]
Decennial Data

Proposition Voting -.347 -.395 -.384 -.586 -.455 -.166
(.027 (.027 (.049) (.036) (.034) (.032)
[60772] [60943] [30438] [30434] [30435] [30436]
Employment .289 479 .362 576 492 .360
(.077) (.063) (.216) (.097) (.084) (.086)
[6760] [6778] [3384] [3384] [3383] [3386]
Change in Voting for One Percentage Point Change in -.012 -.008 -.011 -.010 -.009 -.005
Employment

Notes: Each cell presents the estimates on thédP&ldifferent regression. The models for profiosivoting are estimated with a panel of metrojaolicensus
tract voting data covering general election yegdist row) and census years 1990 and 2000 (seoonyl The model for employment is estimated withaael
of metropolitan census tracts covering census y&dus employment index uses 1990 weights. All dfedions control for tract, proposition and coutyyar
effects. Robust standard errors clustered by tEeiow headers in parentheses is maximum percemDetic (poverty rate) in group and in bracketsugr
average turnout for proposition contests. Regressieeighted by tract voting age population.
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Table 11: Impact of Changes in Predicted EmploymearnDemocratic Voting, by Proposition Type

Poverty Democratic Affiliation
Below Above Below Above
Median Median Median Median
Panel A
PEI*Fiscal -.446 -.389 -.344 -.489
(.017) (.015) (.017) (.016)
PEI*Social -.498 -.347 -.339 - 477
(.019) (.016) (.018) (.017)
PEI*Election -.469 -.388 -.370 - 477
(.017) (.015) (.017) (.016)
PEI*Court -.458 -.393 -.357 -.489
(.017) (.015) (.016) (.016)
PEI*Regulation -.472 -.315 -.296 -.449
(.019) (.016) (.018) (.018)
PEI*Vice -421 -.367 -.333 -.465
(.017) (.015) (.017) (.016)
PEI*Municipal -.463 -.365 -.349 -.465
(.017) (.015) (.017) (.016)
Panel B
PEI -.442 -.369 -.336 -47
(.017) (.015) (.017) (.016)
PEI*Tax .001 .002 .011 -.005
(.003) (.002) (.002) (.002)
PEI*Bond -.117 .01 -.043 -.025
(.008) (.005) (.007) (.005)
N 307389 307949 307448 308340

Notes: Each row in each panel presents the estnfraie a different regression where the samplepareel of selected metropolitan tracts (based treei
poverty rates or Democratic voting) in general etetyears. The PEI uses 1990 weights. All speaifons control for tract, proposition and countydy
effects. Robust standard errors clustered by tRegressions weighted by tract voting age popuiatio



Appendix Table 1: Propositions on California General Election Ballots, 1990-2004

Year #

1996 208
1996 212
2000 34
1990 131
1990 140
1992 164
2000 33
1990 137
1994 183
1998 3
2002 52
2004 60
2004 62
2004 59

1990 129
1990 139
10990 144
1990 147
1990 150
1994 184
1994 189
1994 190
1994 191
1996 205
1996 207
1996 211
1996 213
2000 36

2002 48

2004 64

2004 66

2004 69

Description

Limits campaign contributions.

Repeals law limiting gifts and honorariagablic officials.
Limits campaign contributions and loans &testandidates and parties.
Limits terms, gifts and behaviors of varistegewide offices.

Term limits for various offices.

Establishes congressional term limits.

Establishes partisan primary for president.
Allows for election day registration.
Top vote getter from each party primary adearto general election.
Establishes non-partisan primaries.
Allows public access to meetings of goverrirbedies.

Increases sentences felons with prior ctiong.

Adds felony sexual assault to crimes excefoten right to bail.

Transfers authority to discipline judgesdmmission.

Eliminates justice courts; elevates exisfilsgice courts to municipal courts.

Funds for correctional facilities.

Prohibits restrictions on negotiation odateys' fees.

Prohibits restrictions on attorney-clier &&rangements.

Denies damage recover to felons whose égwvere caused during felony.
Requires probation and drug treatment, roatraeration, for some drug crimes.
Amends constitution to delete outdated rafaes to municipal courts.

Allows "unfair business" lawsuits only if aat loss suffered.

Limits "three Strikes" Law to violent andfmarious felonies.

Requires collection of DNA samples from ellbhs and certain arestees.

Allows legislatures to participate in the FuEmployees' Retirement System.

Sub-Category

Campaigns, Elections and Public Officials

campaign reform Republican

darandum nroecad e_l_eet_l_en,s
elections
elections

elections

elections

€oHrts
courts
courts
€oHrts
€oHrts
courts
courts
courts
courts
courts
courts
courts
courts
courts
courts
courts
courts
courts

elections

public officials

campaign reform Democratic
campaign reform Democraf?assed
elected officials
elected officials
elected officials
elected officialseniacratic

Politics Outcome Initiative Bon(Tax
Passed vyes no no
Failed sye no no
no no no
Democratic  Faile yes no no
Republican Passed yes no no
Republican Passed yes no no
Failed no no no
Failed  yes RO Ao
Republican Passed n no no
Democratic  Failed no no no
Democratic  Failed yes no no
Democratic Passed no no no
Republican  Failed yes no no
Republican Passed no no no
Failed  yes yes noe
Republican Bdss yes no yes
Failed neo yes Ao
Failled ne yes no
Failled ne yes noe
Republican Passed yes no no
Republican Passed no no no
Republican Passed no no no
RepublicaPassed no no no
Democratic  Failed no yes no
Democratic  Failed yes no no
Democratic  Failed yes no no
Republican  Passgés no no
Democraticassled  yes no no
Republican Passed no mo
Republican Passed yes no no
Democratic  Failed yes no no
Republican Passeds y no no
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Appendix Table 1: Propositions on California General Election Ballots, 1990-2004 (ctomued)

Year #

1990 143
1990 146
1990 151
1992 155
1998 10
1998 1A
1998 8
2000 38
2000 39
2002 47
2002 49
1990124
1992 161
1994 186
1996 214
1996 215
1996 216
2004 61
2004 63
2004 67
2004 71
1992 166
1996 209
1996 210
2004 72
1990 142
1990 145
1992 162
1992 165
1994 187
1996 206
2000 32
2002 46

Description

Funds for physical infrastructure for puldatiools.
Funds for child care facilities.
Funds for physical infrastructure for puldihools.

Creates commission for early childhood sn@kirevention programs.
Relieve public school overcrowding. Repadtarlschools.

Creates permanent fund for reducing class size

Authorizes annual state per pupil paymengsit@te/religious schools.

Bonds for repair or construction of schoallfges.

Relieve public school overcrowding. Repadeolschools.
Increases state grant funds for before/sdtieool programs.

Lecalthospital-districts-may-own-stock-in-healtheceelated-businesses.

Allows for physician assisted death.
Establishes state health insurance system

Prohibits health care business from denyang without examination.

Legalizes marijuana for medical use.
Imposes new taxes on health care businesses.

Grants to children's hospitals for physi¢aictural improvements.

Establishes 1% tax on income above $1 mifbormental health services.
Increases telephone surcharge and alloctitessfands for emergency services.
Establishes institute to regulate and fuethstell research.

Requires employers to provide health caverege for employees.

Prohibits public discrimination on race,,s#dor, ethnicity or national origin.

Increases the state minimum wage.
Requires health care coverage for employees.
Farmand-hemeaidforveterans.

i< for first time ] | f
Grants board of public employee retiremgstesn investment authority.
Allows govemor to declare "fiscal emergéneiien budget not balanced.
Makes illegal aliens ineligible for publcsal services.

Farm and home aid for veterans.
Farm and home aid for veterans.
Provides housing assistance.

Social Welfare
Funds for physical infrastructure of colkegad universities.

Sub-Category

education
education
education
education
education
education
education
education
education
education
education
health
health
health
health
health
health
health
health
health
health
labor
labor
labor
aborl
socialwelfare
socialwelfare
social welfare
social welfare
social welfare
social welfare
social welfare
social welfare

Politics Outcome Initiative Bon(Tax
Democratic  Failed no yes no
Democratic Passed no yes no
Democratic  Failed no yes no
Democratic Passed no yes no
Democratic Passed yes 0 yes
Democratic Passed no yes no
Democratic  Failed yes no no
Republican  Faile yes no no
Democratic Passed yes yes yes
Democratic Passed no yes no
Democratic Passed yes no no
Failed npo AO RO
Democratic  Failed yes no no
Democratic  Failed yes no yes
Democratic  Failed yes 0 mo
Democratic Passed yes no no
Democratic  Failed yes no no
Democratic Passed yes pes
Democratic Passedes y no yes
DemocraticaileB yes no yes
Democratic Passed yes yes no
Democratic  Failed yes no no
Repuldit Passed yes no no
Democratic Passed yes no no
Democratic  Failed yes no no
Passed ne yes Ao
Failled ne yes no
Democrati®Passed  yes no no
RepublicaRailed yes no no
Republican Passed yes n® n
Democratic Passed no yes no
Democratic Passed no yes no
Democratic Passed no yes no
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Appendix Table 1: Propositions on California General Election Ballots, 1990-2004 (ctomued)

Year #

1992 158
1992 159
1994 185
1998 11
2000 35
2004 60A
1990 127
1990 136
1992 160
1992 163
1992 167
1996 217
1996 218
1998 1
2000 37
2004 65
1998 9

1990135
1990138
1990 141
1990 148
1990 149
1996 204
1998 7
2002 50
1990 128
1990 130
10990 132
1994 188
1998 4
1998 6

Description
Taxation and Fiscal Policy
Replaces Legislative Analysis with Califardinalyst.
Establishes auditor general as a constitaltioffice.
Increases tax on gas to go to transit agiuay funds.
Authorizes local govemments to enter intesstax revenue sharing by vote.
Eliminates restrictions on state, local, cacting.
Requires proceeds from surplus state prgferused to pay off bonds.
e e efy i Py HeR essment.

Allows property tax exemption for home oferan killed in duty.
Amends constitution to prohibit sales taxewempt foods, adds exemptions.
Increases top state tax rates.
Increase top income bracket.
Requires vote to approve tax increase.
Allows repair of contaminated structures withincreasing tax value.
Requires 2/3 legislature vote to establistazeregulatory changes.
Requires voter approval for reduction of Idea/tax revenues.
Regulates charges of electric companies.
Government Regulation

Funds to ensure safe drinking water.

Awards state credits to encourage air-emissieduction.

Bonds for water and wetland projects.

Regulates pesticides.

Allows public acquisition of forests providiwildlife habitat.
Establishes-marineprotectionzone.

Bans public smoking with significant exceps.

Prohibits trapping certain types of animald ase of certain methods.
Prohibits sale/slaughter of horses for horserfoe human consumption.

Sub-Category

fiscal
fiscal
fiscal
fiscal
fiscal
fiscal
taxation
taxation
taxation
taxation
taxation
taxation
taxation
taxation
taxation
taxation
energy

environment
environment
environment
environnment
environnment
environnment

government regt Democratic
government regt Democratic
government regt Democratic

Politics
Democratic  Failed no
Democratic  Failed no
Democratic  Failed yes
Republican sB@&s no
Republican Passed yes
Republican Passed no
Passed neo
Republican  Failed yes
Democratic Passed no

Democratic ss&h  yes

Democratic  Failed yes
Democratic  Failed yes
Republican Passed yes
Republican Passed no
Republican  Failed s ye
Democratic  Failed yes
Democratic  Failed yes
Failed  yes
Failed yes
Failed yes
Failed no
Failed neo
Democratic Passed no
Democratic  Failed yes
Democratic Passed yes
Failed yes
Democratic  Failed yes
Passed yes
Failed yes
Passed yes
Passed vyes

Outcome Initiative Bon(Tax

no no
no no
no yes
no no
no no
yes no
RO yes
no yes
nos ye
no yes
no yes
no yes
no yes
0 yes
no yes
no yes
yes no
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Appendix Table 1: Propositions on California General Election Ballots, 1990-2004 (ctomued)
Year # Description Sub-Category  Politics
Regqulation of Vices

1998 5 Specifies terms of mandatory compacts forandjambling casinos. gambling Democratic Passed yes
2004 68 Authorizes tribal gambling or non-tribalribes do not accept. gambling Democratic  Failed yes
2004 70 Tribes entering state gambling compact would patesbased on gambling incorgambling Democratic  Failed yes
1990 126 Adds alcohol beverage excise tax ratesrstitotion. prohibition Democratic  Failed no
1990 134 Establishes alcohol surtax. prohibition Democratic  Failed yes
Municipal and Transportation
2004 1A  Ensures local property and sales tax reveBd@9remain with local government. municipal Repudtic Passed no
1992 156 Funds for passenger rail. transportation Democratic  Failed no
1992 157 Leased tollroads shall be toll free atmjmin of lease or after 35 years. transportation Demtic Failed no
1994 181 Funds for passenger rail. transportation Democratic  Failed no
1998 2 Requires loans of transportation funds toickjpathe same fiscal year. transportation RepublicaPassed no
2002 51 Portion of state motor vehicle sales/leagemges to transportation. transportation Democratic ileBa yes

Outcome Initiative Bon(Tax

no no
no no
no no
no yes
RO yes
no yes

no no
no ho
yes no
no yes
yes no
no no
no no

Notes: The rows that are struck out are the 18388 positions that do not appear in our sampliiative indicates a proposition on the ballot byitizen's

initiative. Bond/tax indicate whether the propasmitimentions bonds/taxes specifically.
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Appendix Table 2: Impact of Changes in Predicted Employment on Democratic Votingpgngsidon
Type, Controlling for Tract Trends

Fixed First First Fixed First First
Effects Difference Difference Effects Difference Difference
PEI -.544 -.249 -.297 -.525 -.575 -.781
(.015) (.023) (.049) (.014) (.020) (.049)
PEI*Fiscal/Social -.004 -.507 -.507
(.003) (.023) (.034)
PEI*Tax/Bond .002 -.002 -.002
(.003) (.002) (.000)
Tract Fixed yes no yes yes no yes
Effects
N 108271 94727 94727 108271 94727 94727

Notes: Each column presents the parameter estimmatB&l and an interaction based on propositioa.tytl
columns allow for tract specific intercepts by wg#ither fixed effects or first differencing. Thard and sixth
columns combine first differencing with tract fixe€fects to control for tract specific trends. Data collapsed to
tract/proposition type/year cells where propositigme is fiscal/social or not (columns 1-3) or tzowid or not
(columns 4-6). The PEI uses 1990 weights. Fixéecetolumns include county*year and propositiopetiyear
fixed effects. Robust standard errors clusterettdogt. Regressions weighted by voting age populatio

52



