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ABSTRACT 

 

How do voters navigate the intersection between democracy and capitalism?  Citizens 

have the opportunity to directly decide upon policies that shape their state’s economy through 

market regulatory ballot measures; however, the role of voters in this key intersection and policy 

making-mechanism has been largely overlooked.  Models of reasoning and decision-making in 

the voting literature have primarily developed from rational choice theory.  These models 

identify conditions under which self-interest and partisanship influence voter choice and policy 

attitude formation.  To extend this literature to voter reasoning on market regulatory measures, I 

examined how variation in voter choice and reasoning corresponded with variation in social 

indicators of self-interest and partisanship, both of which are foundational individual-level 

processes for capitalism and democracy, respectively.  In order to carry out this analysis I 

conducted semi-structured interviews with 120 respondents about how they voted on four market 

regulatory ballot measures that appeared on the Arizona state ballot from 2008-2012 related 

to narcotic decriminalization and medicalization, education funding, immigration and labor 

markets, and consumer protection. Drawing from contemporary models of voter reasoning, I 

selected self-interest and partisanship as independent variables for this analysis and then 

examined how variation in these variables corresponded with variation in voter choice.  I 

subsequently used my qualitative data to investigate how voters used narratives of self-interest 

and partisan values to reason about these four market regulatory ballot measures.  I 

supplemented my qualitative analysis by investigating voter use of beliefs from non-partisan 

economic philosophies in their reasoning on these measures.  To my knowledge, voter reasoning 

related to market regulatory ballot measures has yet to be studied and therefore my analysis 

required holding key factors (such as gender, race, and ethnicity) constant in order to limit 

sources of variation in voter choice and reasoning. 
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Dissertation Introduction: Research Questions, Theory, Variable Selection, and Data and 

Methods 

 

INTRODUCTION 

How do voters navigate the intersection between democracy and capitalism?  The 

majority of research in American political sociology, political psychology, and political science 

focuses on representative democracy—voting for candidates and parties—rather than direct 

democracy—which is gaining strength today in the United States and across Europe. Through 

ballot measures citizens have the opportunity to directly decide upon policies that shape their 

state’s economy; however, the role of voters in this key policy making-mechanism and 

intersection has been largely overlooked.   

Theoretical Basis of Voting on Market Regulatory Ballot Measures 

Voting literature models of reasoning and decision-making have primarily developed 

from rational choice theory.  These models identify conditions under which self-interest (e.g. 

Sears and Funk 1991) and partisanship (for a review see Brooks and Manza 2013) influence 

voter choice or policy attitude formation.  To extend this literature to voter reasoning on market 

regulatory measures, or ballot measures that propose state mandated and enforced “rules of 

exchange” (Fligstein 2001: 36), we must examine how variation in voter choice corresponds with 

variation in social indicators of self-interest and partisanship, both of which are foundational 

individual-level processes for capitalism and democracy, respectively.  In other words, voting 

models developed from rational choice theory lead us to ask how voter reasoning and choice on 

market regulatory ballot measures correspond with variation in economic position and partisan 

affiliation. 

Voting literature models developed from rational choice theory posit that the biases and 

heuristics used in initial voter decision-making or attitude formation about a policy or candidate 
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are generated in part by prior beliefs and expectations (Baldassarri 2012: 216; Brooks and Manza 

2013).  Prior beliefs and expectations then “shape” how individuals reason about and process 

information concerning these stances (for a review see Brooks and Manza 2013).1  While 

scholars have begun to use extant survey data to help discover relevant prior beliefs for public 

opinion formation on economic policy (Brooks and Manza 2013), these theories do not have a 

model for understanding prior partisan beliefs nor their connection to public reasoning on policy. 

Further work by Brennan and Lomasky (1993) and Caplan (2008: 137-9) suggests that voters’ 

political decisions are rooted in their emotional connection to policy positions; however, this 

work does not discuss the role of partisanship in this process or how voters reason.     

To build on these models and address the aforementioned gaps, I use Jonathan Haidt’s 

(2001; 2012) “dual-process” model of decision-making and reasoning.  In this model judgments 

are motivated by automatically generated and activated biases that take the form of moral 

intuitions, and then justified by explicit post-hoc reasoning.  In Haidt and colleges’ most recent 

work on dual-process models and political reasoning, explicit post-hoc reasoning is important 

because it indicates the activation of individual-level moral intuitions that actors likely used to 

make initial partisan policy judgments,2 as well as reaffirms an actor’s commitment to a party 

and its policy positions (Haidt 2012).  Subsequently, this explicit post-hoc reasoning serves to 

convince others and spread these moral partisan judgments across society (Haidt, Graham, and 

Joseph 2009: 111).  Haidt and colleagues argue that explicit post-hoc reasoning about politics 

primarily draws upon collective partisan moral narratives.  These collective partisan moral 

narratives attract voters to a party by resonating with their automatically generated and activated 

moral intuitions.  Actors then use their party’s collective moral narrative in explicit post-hoc 

                                                           
1 This is mainly done to reaffirm their initial positions. 
2 This connection is beyond the scope of this dissertation but is an important area for future research. 
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reasoning and justification about partisan positions and candidates.  Each collective partisan 

narrative is based on a “most sacred value.”  Each “most sacred value” corresponds with all of 

the moral intuitions that are triggered by a given party’s collective narrative, is the fundamental 

goal or principle that cannot be sacrificed by those who resonate with that narrative, and is used 

by individuals to generate explicit post-hoc partisan reasoning that is in line with the 

corresponding partisan narrative (Tetlock, Kristel, Elson, Green, and Lerner 2000: 853; Graham 

and Haidt 2012: 14; Haidt 2012: 345, 364).  In this way, most sacred values serve as a bridge 

between automatically generated and activated moral intuitions, collective partisan moral 

narratives, and explicit individual-level post-hoc partisan and issue position reasoning (Haidt 

2001; Haidt, Graham, and Joseph 2009: 111; Haidt 2012: 364-5; Feinberg and Willer 2015). In 

order to study prior partisan beliefs and expectations that shape voter reasoning about policy 

choices3 I use semi-structured interviews to collect data on the measure-specific manifestations 

of each collective partisan narrative’s “most sacred value” that respondents use in their explicit 

post-hoc reasoning.4   

In addition to partisan reasoning, voters should also employ self-interested reasoning.  

However, empirical work has established that self-interest is only important for determining 

voter choice in very limited circumstances (Sears and Funk 1991).  This raises the question as to 

whether there are additional forms of reasoning that can be expected to be employed by voters at 

the intersection of democracy and capitalism.  Scholars are largely puzzled by how economic 

policy reasoning is shaped beyond partisanship (Ansolabehere et al 2006; Brooks and Manza 

                                                           
3 As well as provide a foundation for future research into the connection between policy reasoning and moral 

intuitions 
4 This begins the process of creating an empirical synthesis between overlapping models of reasoning from the 

voting literature and the morality literature, thereby addressing a gap in the literature noted by political sociologists 

(Brooks and Manza 2013: 745).  While these models differ in the causal relationship between prior beliefs and 

biases they can still be fruitfully synthesized 
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2013).  To supplement research on voter economic policy reasoning I use my semi-structured 

interview data to study supplemental forms of voter reasoning.   

Dissertation Overview 

My dissertation has two key objectives: 1) to investigate when voter reasoning and choice 

on market regulatory ballot measures varies according to social positions that have been shown 

to correspond with partisanship and self-interest, and 2) to explore the beliefs and reported 

motives that shape voter reasoning about market regulatory ballot measures.  Such an analysis 

requires isolating variation in voter choice, as well as prior beliefs and reported motives, 

according to partisan affiliation and economic position.  To my knowledge scholars have yet to 

conduct qualitative research of voter reasoning on economic ballot measures.  Therefore, my 

research question requires me to hold key factors, such as gender, race, and ethnicity, constant in 

order to limit sources of variation in my dependent variable and in forms of voter reasoning that 

are beyond the scope of my research questions.  

In order to carry out this analysis I interviewed 120 respondents about how they voted on 

four market regulatory ballot measures that appeared on the Arizona state ballot from 2008-2012 

that correspond to key lines of research in economic and political sociology: consumer protection 

for homebuyers in the midst of the real estate bubble burst, penalties for employers who hire 

undocumented workers, the legalization of medical marijuana, and the renewal of a sales tax that 

would have continued to prevent a massive budget shortfall for public education.  I begin by 

applying contemporary models of voter reasoning to select independent variables that correspond 

with self-interest and partisanship and then analyze how they correspond with variation in voter 

choice.  I supplement this study by conducting semi-structured interviews with respondents 

about why they voted the way they did.  Such data allow me to study how self-interest and 
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partisanship shape voter reasoning on economic policy.  In particular, I use this semi-structured 

interview data to investigate partisan reasoning by looking for evidence of the predicted “most 

sacred value” that corresponds with a party’s collective moral narrative.  I then investigate self-

interested reasoning, as well as supplementary forms of reasoning, voters use to justify their 

electoral decisions on these measures.    

The remainder of this introductory chapter expands upon why each of these elements is 

important.  First, I discuss the gap in the literature on voter reasoning on the intersection of 

democracy and capitalism, thereby justifying my selection of voter choice on market regulatory 

ballot measures as my dependent variables.  Second, I provide an overview of voting theories of 

self-interest as a mediating variable, its connection to economic position as an independent 

variable, and the types of reasoning it should generate.  Third, I review the literature on theories 

of partisanship as a mediating variable, its connection to partisan affiliation as an independent 

variable, and the types of reasoning it should generate.  Fourth, I discuss the literature on 

supplementary forms of economic reasoning voters might use in addition to partisan and/or self-

interested reasoning.  Finally, I discuss my data and methods and how they are appropriate for 

this dissertation. 

EXPLORING THE INTERSECTION OF DEMOCRACY AND CAPITALISM 

Background on Market Regulatory Ballot Measures and Selecting Ballot Measure Choices as 

Dependent Variables  

 

Direct democratic processes of market regulation matter for a variety of reasons. First, 

they can directly determine economic policy.  Second, they can influence political climate and 

the development of local government and state governments (Braunstein 2004). In the past 40 

years voter say in the economy via direct democracy has had serious consequences.  In 1978 

California residents voted for Proposition 13, which severely limited the ability of the state to 
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collect real estate taxes.  This vote subsequently underfunded key municipalities, 

increased tuition in California schools, and spurred the contemporary tax revolt in 

American politics (Martin 2008).  Furthermore, as states wrestle with budget deficits they 

give citizens the choice to enact political reform via economic policy.  For example, in 

2012 Colorado residents voted for Amendment 64, legalizing recreational sales of 

marijuana in the state, which passed in large part due to a provision in the measure that 

proposed using taxes from such sales to fund public education.  This measure is a key 

litmus test in determining the legal status of cannabis in other states.  Beyond the United 

States, citizen involvement in the intersection of democracy and capitalism is also 

growing in importance.  In 2016 the citizens of Britain supported a referendum to leave 

the European Union.  The results of this experiment could shake the foundations of the 

post-WWII economic and social order.   

 Direct democracy was first implemented in Switzerland in 1844 and first adopted 

in America in 1898 as part of the Populist political agenda.  South Dakota, the first state 

to implement direct democracy, did so in response to growing frustration over the control 

of key parts of the economy by monopolies and the failure of the Republican controlled 

state legislature to respond to the needs of farmers.  While the first initiatives passed in 

South Dakota dealt with a variety of issues, the most prominent concerned political 

reform and market regulatory policy, including the regulation of cars, banks, and alcohol 

(Piott 2003).  Thus, since its inception in American politics, direct democracy has been a 

key political tool for bypassing the control of political and market elites in order to give 

citizens the opportunity to shape important elements of state markets.         



17 
 

There is a strong tradition in economic sociology that conceptualizes markets as being 

characterized by political struggles for resources and power in which elite actors, such as 

policymakers and business interests, shape the legal framework that makes markets possible 

(Bourdieu 1984; Fligstein 1996, 2001; Sallaz 2009, 2012; Fligstein and McAdam 2012).  This 

argument is part of a larger framework that understands markets as stable sets of social 

relationships based on shared understandings and rules.  Neil Fligstein and his colleagues argue 

that dominant agents act strategically in an attempt to secure the cooperation of others so as to 

create a pattern of stable social relations that favor their interests.  What about the case of direct 

democratic regulation of markets? 

Research on direct democracy shows that the influence of dominant market actors is 

inconsistent at best.  This means that while elites can and often do play a role in getting a 

measure on the ballot, they are not predictably successful in getting a measure passed (Bowler et 

al. 1998; Braunstein 2004; Matsusaka 2004).  Furthermore, support and participation by elites 

varies across ballot measures and elections (Bowler et al. 1998; Braunstein 2004; Matsusaka 

2004; McCuan and Stambough 2005; McVeigh and Diaz 2009; Walker 2009; Rao et al. 2011).  

While an elite market actor or politician may support a ballot measure in one election, (s)he is 

not guaranteed to lend the same amount of support, if any, in a subsequent election (Bowler et al. 

1998).  Despite the stereotype that powerful institutional forces essentially determine voting 

behavior, findings from the ballot measure literature show that even when elites are heavily 

involved, they may be divided in their support for a measure, and that their very support can 

serve as a cue for voters to reject the ballot measure (Bowler et al. 1998).   

Furthermore, citizens tend to vote against ballot measures that receive large amounts of 

private financial support or sponsorship from market elites (Bowler et al. 1998; Braunstein 
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2004).  A recent example of the failure of powerful corporate interests can be seen in Arizona in 

2008 on Proposition 200, which sought to legalize payday lending and was heavily supported in 

a variety of ways by powerful financial interests.  The limitations of institutional interests and 

spending levels on ballot measure outcomes is reinforced by the history of the development of 

direct democracy as a means of self-governance.  For example, as Piott (2003) shows, since their 

inception, ballot measures have been promoted and utilized not just by dominant groups, but also 

by weaker groups as a way to contest the agenda and influence of elites.  This is confirmed by 

other research on direct democracy that suggests that ballot measures tend to favor the public 

good over elite interests (Bowler et al. 1998; Braunstein 2004; Matsusaka 2004).   

In order to study this key junction between democracy and capitalism in which the 

influence of political and market elites is tenuous and unpredictable, it is necessary to study how 

voters reason about these measures, as well as the social factors that shape their reasoning.  

However, surprisingly little research has been done on market regulatory direct democratic voter 

reasoning.  An important starting point is the finding that voters show a general level of 

consistency when voting on issues (Bowler et al. 1998).  Yet, to my knowledge, there are no 

sociological studies of voter reasoning on these types of measures. Instead, sociological research 

on direct democracy has mainly focused on institutional influences.  For example, Rao and 

colleagues (e.g. Rao et al. 2011) have studied institutional effects across states in laws that 

regulate different aspects of commerce (e.g. right to work laws, regulation of big chain stores), 

some of which have been enacted through ballot measures.  Researchers have also looked at the 

institutional and social factors that influence if or how ballot measures make it onto the ballot, as 

well as the structural factors that influence their success.  Walker (2009) has examined the 

growth of grassroots lobbying firms, which play a role in mobilizing support for ballot measures, 
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some of which regulate corporate participation in markets.  Furthermore, McVeigh and Diaz 

(2009) examine the community-level factors that affect the probability that anti-gay marriage 

ballot measures will succeed in a given state and county.   

Thus, in order to study voter reasoning on market regulatory ballot measures, it was 

necessary to select voter choice on such measures as my dependent variables.  My selection of 

areas of market regulation was driven by the literature in economic and political sociology and 

constitute four central areas of market regulation, which allow me to investigate variation in the 

connection between social position, reasoning, and ballot measure choice across domains of 

market regulation.  First, I selected two of Karl Polanyi’s (1944) “fictitious commodities” that he 

claims capitalism is based on: land and labor.  Investigating voter reasoning on the regulation of 

these commodities provided two key case studies of the intersection of capitalism and 

democracy. Next, I selected the proposed regulation of a stigmatized commodity, marijuana, 

which allowed me to investigate how partisan, self-interested, and additional forms of reasoning 

emerged around commodity de-stigmatization (e.g. Zelizer 1983; Healy 2004; Almeling 2007).  

Finally, I selected a tax on the sale of most commodities in order to increase funding for public 

education.  This ballot measure was interesting because it covered an issue that is heavily tied to 

partisan attitudes (e.g. Brooks and Manza 2013) and provided an opportunity to study if and how 

voter partisanship trumps immediate self-interested and other modes of economic reasoning.   

VOTER REASONING 

In order to fill this gap we must begin with models of reasoning and decision-making 

from the voting literature.  The majority of this literature utilizes models recently developed in 

reaction to rational choice theory to focus on bounded rationality (Simon 1997) and the biases 

(Kahneman and Tversky 1972) and heuristics (Tversky and Kahneman 1974) that shape 
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information processing in political reasoning.  Subsequent research has then documented the role 

of biases and heuristics in voter decision-making, reasoning, and issue position (e.g. Gigerenzer 

et al 1999; Bartels 2002; Lau and Redlawsk 2006; Westen et al 2006; Caplan 2008; Martin and 

Desmond 2009; Baldassarri 2012; Brooks and Manza 2013; Lodge and Taber 2013).  A primary 

strand of this literature has focused on “motivated reasoning,” in which individual reasoning 

about decisions and policy is biased by “prior beliefs.”  These beliefs cause individuals to search 

for evidence that confirms their political decisions and attitudes, even in the face of 

disconfirming evidence (Martin and Desmond 2010; for a review see Brooks and Manza 2013: 

732, 741).    

Voting Theories: Self-Interest and Economic Position 

In the process of transforming the rational choice model, research on political decision-

making and reasoning has changed our outlook on voter motives.  Research on voting motives 

have centered on two primary incentives: self-interest and partisanship (e.g. Lau and Redlawsk 

2006).  These two motives are particularly relevant for this study because each corresponds to a 

foundational individual-level process for capitalism (self-interest) and democracy (partisanship). 

The self-interest perspective begins with the work of Anthony Downs (1957), who 

argued that actors seek to maximize utility through voting.  Furthermore, the representative 

democratic voting literature has demonstrated that citizens often vote for policy interests 

(Stonecash 2000; McCarthy, Rosenthal, and Poole 2006; Baldassarri and Gelman 2008; Gelamn 

2008; Gelman, Kenworthy, and Su 2010) and that their political views are shaped by these 

interests (Weeden and Grusky 2012).  However, scholars have found that there are key 

limitations to voters’ pursuit of self-interest.  First, voters primarily pursue short-term self-

interested ends, but only when either both the stakes are high and the issues are clear, or there are 
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“dangerous or ambiguous threats” (Sears and Funk 1991: 76; also Bartels 2005).  Research has 

also shown that voters greatly struggle with accurately identifying policy that supports their 

long-term self-interest (Bartels 2005).  Thus, we can expect short-term self-interest to influence 

reasoning on market regulatory ballot measure choice when the issues are clear and the stakes 

are high, or when there are “ambiguous” threats to self-interest.   

Household income is one of the social variables that is most clearly linked to self-

interested policy voting.  Baldassarri and Goldberg (2014) and Baldassarri and Gelman (2008) 

both indicate that household income is a key factor that shapes voters’ political beliefs and 

understanding of politics.  Likewise, household income has key effects on voting, political 

opinions, and policy evaluations (Bourdieu 1984; Brooks and Brady 1999; Stonecash 2000; 

Bartels 2006; Gelman et al. 2007, 2008; Prasad et al. 2009; Gelman, Kenworthy, and Su 2010; 

Fiorina, Abrams, and Pope 2011). An additional finding of significance comes from Weeden and 

Grusky’s (2012) measure of class in terms of income gradation.  These authors find that the 

macro-level effects of class, or “big class,” on political attitudes and lifestyle are increasingly 

salient when measured in terms of household income.  All of these findings support the use of 

household income level as a social indicator of self-interest.   

Scholars have commonly used relative measures of inequality to link economic position 

to policy stances or vote choice (Gelman et al. 2007; Gelman 2008; Brady 2009).  This means 

that in order to link variation in household income to variation in reported self-interest we must 

use household income disparity relative to household income distribution.  I use a relative 

measure of household income gradation, membership in the upper and bottom thirds of the 

household income distribution, which has been shown to be linked to variation in economic 

policy position (Stonecash 2000; Bartels 2006; Baldassarri and Gelman 2008; Prasad et al. 2009; 
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Gelman, Kenworthy, and Su 2010; Fiorina, Abrams, and Pope 2011).  Thus, we can reasonably 

expect that membership in a household income tercile would often correspond with a given 

position on an economic policy, thereby implying a connection between household income, 

short-term self-interest, economic policy position, and market regulatory ballot measure voting 

when the issues are clear and the stakes are high, or there is some ambiguous threat to short-term 

self-interest (Sears and Funk 1991).  We would also expect low-income respondents to be 

disproportionately influenced by short-term self-interest (Bartels 2005: 22).    

The connection between household income, short-term self-interest, economic policy 

position, and market regulatory ballot measure voting has never been explicitly investigated, so 

my research will make an empirical contribution by exploring this connection.  This is important 

because research has shown that the effects of household income are inconsistent over time and 

are mediated by state, congressional district, and county-level trends in partisan affiliation and 

average household income (e.g. Lipset 1981: 297; Manza and Brooks 1999; Gelman et al. 2008; 

Gelman, Kenworthy and Su 2010).  However, this connection merits investigation in light of 

research that shows the connection of household income to voting behavior even when 

controlling for variables such as age, education, and gender (Gelman et al. 2008: 73).   

Voting Theories: Partisanship and Partisan Affiliation 

Research on self-interest and policy preference has found that social attitudes play a 

significant role in shaping actors’ economic policy position (Ansolbehere et al. 2006; Brooks and 

Manza 2013).  Furthermore, voters are becoming more “partisan” in their attitudes, as 

polarization among partisan elites has corresponded with voters’ alignment of their policy 

attitudes and partisan identification (Baldassarri and Gelman 2008; Fiorina and Abrams 2008; 

Brooks and Manza 2013).  Scholars have also found that partisanship produces heterogeneous 
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political attitudes and biases (e.g. Brooks and Manza 2013) and differences in political opinion 

that are relevant to evaluations of market regulation (e.g. Bartels 2002; McCarty, Poole, and 

Rosenthal 2006; McCall 2013; Taber and Lodge 2013).   

The key here is that partisanship is one of the most important elements that shape how 

voters reason about policy (Brooks and Manza 2013).  What form do these partisan beliefs take 

and how do they shape reasoning?  Brennan and Lomasky’s (1993) and Caplan’s (2008: 137-9) 

work suggests that voters are emotionally invested in policy outcomes, which then shape their 

preferences and by extension their vote choice, but do not explain the connection to partisanship 

or how voters reason about policy.  Jonathan Haidt and colleagues (Haidt 2001; Haidt et al. 

2009; Graham, Haidt, and Nosek 2009; Haidt 2012; for review see Carmines and D'Amico 2015) 

build on this research by empirically establishing links between judgments, moral intuitions, 

partisanship, and reasoning.  This agenda begins with Haidt’s (2001; 2012) “dual-process” model 

of moral judgment, in which judgment are driven by automatically generated and triggered moral 

intuitions, and then justified by explicit post-hoc reasoning.  Haidt’s (2012) work on the dual-

process model in political reasoning and judgment theorizes that explicit post-hoc individual-

level political reasoning indicates the presence of specific individual-level combinations of moral 

intuitions, which also spur individual-level political judgments.   

Haidt’s argument is that individuals have different systems of moral intuitions which 

allow them to resonate and adopt culturally constructed “moral matrices” about partisanship 

(Haidt, Graham, and Joseph 2009: 115; Haidt 2012: 114).  These moral matrices form the 

scaffolding for “grand narratives” (Smith 2003) of collective partisan discourse that are anchored 

by a “most sacred value” (Haidt 2012: 296).  Actors then reason using a narrative’s “most sacred 

value” to reaffirm their party’s collective moral narrative and subsequent policy positions (e.g. 
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Haidt 2012: 351, 364-5).  Therefore, individual-level partisan reasoning about policy is driven by 

a collective “most sacred value,” which then indicates the individual’s set of moral intuitions that 

are most likely used in the actor’s partisan and policy judgments.      

Haidt (2012) reports that “liberals are most concerned about the rights of certain 

vulnerable groups” (ibid: 212) and that their “most sacred value [is] care for victims of 

oppression” (ibid: 345).  Conversely, the “most sacred value” for conservatives is to “[p]reserve 

the institutions and traditions that sustain a moral community” (Haidt 2012: 357). Conservatives 

believe that one of the best ways to do that is to preserve and protect “liberty as the right to be 

left alone, as they often resent liberal programs that use government to infringe on their liberties 

in order to protect the groups that liberals care about most” (Haidt 2012: 212).  Using the 

government to protect certain vulnerable groups by infringing upon the liberties of others then 

constitutes a violation of individual liberty, and by extension a “tradition” that sustains moral 

communities (Haidt 2012: 357).  Recent research has established a connection between these 

moral political values and issue positions (Feinberg and Willer 2015), thus suggesting that this 

theory can fruitfully be applied to study market regulatory ballot measure reasoning. 

Given this theory, we can expect that an individual’s use of a party’s “most sacred value” 

in political reasoning provides evidence of their partisan affiliation.  This perspective on 

partisanship and policy reasoning is supported by work across the voting literature that shows the 

connection between partisan affiliation, commitment to partisan ideology or beliefs, and policy 

stance (e.g. Bartels 2002; Lau and Redlawsk 2006; Baldassarri and Gelman 2008; Bafumi and 

Shapiro 2009; Brooks and Manza 2013). For this reason I selected partisan affiliation as an 

independent variable.  Following the lead of an important line of literature, I determined 

participant partisan affiliation in this initial analysis based on revealed partisan preference via 
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voter choice for president (Brooks and Brady 1999; Manza and Brooks 1999; Bartels 2006; 

McCarty, Poole, and Rosenthal 2006; Gelman et al. 2007, 2008; Gelman, Kenworthy, and Su 

2010; Baldassarri and Goldberg 2014). This means that I classified respondent partisanship for a 

ballot measure based on the party of the presidential candidate he voted for at the time of his 

reported ballot measure decision.   

Supplementary Economic Reasoning 

 What about ballot measures in which no clear self-interest incentive emerges?  Scholars 

are largely puzzled by how economic policy reasoning is shaped beyond self-interest and 

partisanship (Ansolabehere et al 2006; Gelman, Kenworthy, and Su 2010; Brooks and Manza 

2013).  While there has been much work on partisanship and its influence on policy stance 

reasoning, or on the relationship between voter evaluation of candidates and moral assessments 

of wealth (Prasad et al. 2009), to my knowledge researchers have yet to investigate other forms 

of voter reasoning on economic policy beyond self-interest and partisanship.  Brennan and 

Lomasky (1993) and Caplan (2008: 137-9) argue that emotionally generated policy preferences 

shape voter decision-making, but do not outline a theory of voter reasoning.  While future 

research should build upon this work, I extend models of the influence of prior beliefs upon voter 

reasoning.  Literature critiquing rational choice, as well as research on alternative forms of 

economic reasoning, are then useful for categorizing and analyzing additional forms of voter 

reasoning on market regulatory ballot measures.  After reviewing the literature I have found 

three such forms of reasoning: moral economy, neoliberalism, and libertarianism.  It is important 

to note that libertarianism overlaps with the conservative “most sacred value” at times, and 

philosophical beliefs from neoliberalism at others.  In my discussion of libertarianism I will 

delineate what constitutes uniquely libertarian reasoning. 
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Moral Economy 

The moral economy literature grew out of a challenge to exclusively rational 

choice models.  The argument is that a popular consensus about market fairness provides 

individuals and institutions with “repertories” (Swidler 2001) for evaluating and 

reasoning about market action, thereby potentially influencing actors’ economic 

behavior.  The implication is that market or political action cannot be understood using a 

rational choice perspective alone because individual or institutional evaluation and 

decision-making are embedded in, and shaped by, popular consensuses about market 

fairness (Mau 2003; Svallfors 2006; Western and Rosenfeld 2011; Sachweh 2012; Gangl 

and Ziefle 2015).   

The term “Moral Economy” was coined by E.P. Thompson (1971), who argued that 18th 

century English bread riots were caused by popular outrage over the British government’s 

permittance of merchants to sell flour well above normative prices, thus violating the popular 

consensus that everyone had the right to subsistence.  In contemporary scholarship, the term 

refers to the “shared moral intuitions, assumptions, beliefs, rationales, and norms” (Kissane 

2012: 190) in which market action is embedded.  A moral economy is then a consensus about 

fairness that is used by actors to evaluate and legitimate market action, including policy 

(Thompson 1971; Mau 2003; Svallfors 2006; Western and Rosenfeld 2011; Kissane 2012; 

Sachweh 2012).   

Thus, a moral economy as an additional form of reasoning would have two characteristics: 1) 

it would involve actors’ use of beliefs about fairness to reason about economic policy and 2) 

would be evidenced by a “consensus” about market fairness reasoning across key socioeconomic 

divisions.  Work on moral economy and class or inequality has posited that a “consensus” can be 
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found when individuals across class or levels of inequality reason about economic issues using 

the same principles of fairness (Svallfors 2006; Sachweh 2012).  Furthermore, the moral 

economy literature does not specify the source of market fairness consensuses.  Given this gap in 

the literature we can imagine that moral economies could be partisan, in that they draw on a 

given party’s “most sacred value” to judge market fairness, or could take a principle of fairness 

from an economic philosophy, such as neoliberalism.   

Neoliberalism 

Venugopal (2015) has astutely critiqued the imprecise use of the term “neoliberalism” in the 

social sciences.  In many instances scholars mistakenly use “neoliberalism” to refer to economic 

liberalism, or the belief that markets are self-regulating.  Other portrayals focus on the role of 

individualism in neoliberal policy (Garland 2001; Fantasia and Voss 2004; Harvey 2005; Mudge 

2008; Wacquant 2009, 2014).  An important strain of literature supplements this portrayal by 

using neoliberalism’s academic roots to enrich our understanding of neoliberal individualism.  

Since its creation by French intellectual Louis Rougier in 1938, the academic project of 

“neoliberalism” has been fundamentally Social Darwinist and as such values the protection and 

promotion of “fair” individual competition above all else, thereby placing responsibility for 

individual fairness and competition with the individual (Foucault 2008; Dardot and Laval 2009; 

Amable 2011, 2014).   Neoliberal philosophy sees the market as a social construct that needs to 

be constantly protected.  This has resulted in a neoliberal political project that seeks to 

“reregulate”—instead of simply deregulate—markets in order to foster market order by ensuring 

fair individual competition.  Thus, state actions that enhance and promote individual competition 

are seen as “moral” by neoliberals across partisan affiliation (Amable 2011: 6, 9-11).  In other 

words, neoliberals see state intervention that “reregulates” markets to foster fair individual 
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competition as necessary.  The aim of such intervention, then, is to shift risk, achievement, and 

responsibility away from groups, institutions, and collective processes onto individuals so as to 

sustain and foster market order.  Given this philosophy of neoliberalism, I selected “fair 

individual competition,” “protection or promotion of market order,” and “individual 

responsibility for market actions” as neoliberalism’s primary philosophical beliefs for economic 

reasoning.    

Scholars agree that since the 1970s and 1980s neoliberalism has become prevalent in 

American politics as well as popular culture, and many contend that these beliefs and attitudes 

span partisan affiliation in the United State for policymakers (Mudge 2008; Wacquant 2009, 

2014; Amable 2011) as well as for the public more generally (Centeno and Cohen 2012: 5.12-

5.15).5  The argument here is that neoliberal beliefs constitute a consensus about policymaking in 

areas such as privatization, market reregulation, and penalization.  Researchers have fruitfully 

documented the importance of popular iterations of neoliberal beliefs in shaping popular 

attitudes and decision-making concerning issues such as health (Pitts-Taylor 2010; Reich 2014).  

However, scholars have yet to examine how voters use neoliberal beliefs in reasoning about 

voting decisions or economic policy.  A key element of such evaluation would be the use of 

neoliberal beliefs to moralize and reaffirm market action.  Such processes have been examined in 

broader institutional (Fantasia and Voss 2004; Shamir 2008; Lee et al 2013) and macro-level 

policy contexts (Mudge 2008; Livne and Yonay 2015), but have not yet been examined at the 

individual level, let alone voter reasoning on economic policy or ballot measures. 

 

                                                           
5 Others disagree and contend that neoliberalism dovetails with conservatism in the United States.  However, these 

scholars use neoliberalism to refer to economic liberalism. (Garland 2001; Harvey 2005; for a review see Gross, 

Medvetz, and Russell 2011; Brooks and Manza 2013; Gauchat 2015).   
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Libertarianism 

Haidt and colleagues have discovered a set of libertarian moral intuitions and a 

corresponding collective moral narrative that is anchored by a “most sacred value.”  According 

to this research, the libertarian “most sacred value” is “individual liberty” (Haidt 2012: 352).  

The subsequent collective libertarian moral narrative can be summarized as the protection and 

promotion of “individual liberty” in order to provide the “social conditions…that give people the 

freedom to pursue their own happiness” (Iyer, Koleva, Graham, Ditto, and Haidt 2012: 2; also 

see Haidt, Graham, and Joseph 2009; Haidt 2012: 350).  This means that liberty is seen as a 

moral goal for its own sake (Iyer, Koleva, Graham, Ditto, and Haidt 2012; Haidt 2012).  As such, 

government regulation serves as a foil and thereby an enemy of liberty (Iyer, Koleva, Graham, 

Ditto, and Haidt 2012; Haidt 2012).  Thus, we can expect libertarians to exalt liberty and 

individual rights in the face of government regulation.    

There are areas of overlap with conservatism and neoliberalism.  First, Harvey (2005) 

notes that neoliberalism “required both politically and economically the construction of a 

neoliberal market-based populist culture of differentiated consumerism and individual 

libertarianism” (ibid: 42, also see Diamond 2007).  This is because the application of 

neoliberalism entailed “the liberty of consumer choice, not only with respect to particular 

products but also with respect to lifestyles, modes of expression, and a wide range of cultural 

practices” (Harvey 2005: 42).  Thus, in the case of consumerism, liberty of individual choice 

when responsibility for those choices lies solely with the individual would be a neoliberal 

appropriation of libertarianism.  Conversely, concern for individual choice that does not address 

individual responsibility, or acknowledges the role and responsibility of other market actors, 

would be an iteration of libertarianism that is not neoliberal.  This is because while libertarians 
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do not have much regard for traditional or moral authority, they do hold economic liberties in 

high regard.  This would imply that they place equal importance on the liberty and responsibility 

of all private market actors, not just individuals.  Thus, neoliberalism and libertarianism are 

distinct because while libertarianism stresses the importance of freedom of all private actors 

from government intervention, neoliberalism stresses the importance of government action to 

maintain market order by shifting responsibility for market action solely onto individuals.    

Finally, conservatives and libertarians have overlapping policy stances on government 

regulation of commerce (Haidt 2012: 212).  However, these two camps diverge when addressing 

the relationship of morality to liberty and government regulation.  Recall that liberty is a moral 

end for libertarians, while for conservatives it is a key tradition for maintaining a moral 

community.  Therefore, the government is seen by libertarians as fundamentally inefficient, and 

by extension immoral, when limiting liberty; while for conservatives a government’s moral 

character is judged according to its role in fostering a moral community.  In this sense, both 

conservatives and libertarians would judge a government that limits economic liberty as 

immoral, but would differ on the moral character of government: conservatives would judge 

government action and government officials according to their role in supporting a moral 

community, while libertarians would judge government action as fundamentally inefficient and 

immoral when limiting any type of liberty.    

DATA AND METHODS 

Semi-Structured Interviews 

 My research questions warrant the use of semi-structured interviews because I am 

studying how voters reason about market regulatory ballot measures and the reported motives 

that shape this reasoning.  My data collection consisted of recorded semi-structured interviews 
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with participants.  I split the interview process into two steps.  First, I asked the respondent why 

he voted the way he did on each item.  This took the form of a semi-structured interview that 

focused on the respondent’s perception of each voting decision and what motives influenced his 

decision.  Second, I administered a brief questionnaire to obtain demographic and other 

background information about the respondents, such as household income.  On average 

interviews lasted approximately one hour. 

Central to my semi-structured interview instrument were questions that indirectly and 

directly ask respondents “why” they voted the way they did.  This allowed my respondents the 

opportunity to give an account of why they voted a certain way that required them to explain 

how their reported motives shaped their reasoning.  The point here was not simply to elicit 

respondent accounts for why they voted, but to indirectly prompt the respondent to describe his 

reasoning process and how this process was tied to reported prior beliefs and motives.  In this 

way I indirectly prompted respondents to reason about different elements of each ballot measure 

and their decision on the measure using their reported motives and prior beliefs.  This technique 

builds on those of well-known qualitative sociologists (e.g. Lamont 1992, 2000; Swidler 2001; 

Lamont and Swidler 2014), which emphasize asking open-ended questions about how the 

respondent engages with the relevant aspect of social life that indirectly elicit systems of 

classification and reasoning.  In my case, asking “why” respondents made a particular voting 

decision was the most appropriate way to elicit patterns of reasoning because research in political 

science and cognitive science shows that voters tend to reason about voting and policy using 

accounts of motives (e.g. Gomez and Wilson 2006; Haidt 2012; Leeper and Slothuus 2014). My 

interview techniques then synthesize findings from cognitive science and political science with 

well-established qualitative sociological research methods.   
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My interview questions, ballot measures, post-interview questionnaire, and coding 

schema were developed from several iterations of pilot surveys, interviews, and prompts. Each 

iteration was developed according to findings in relevant literatures and then subjected to trail in 

the field.  My instrumentation represents a synthesis of findings from political science, political 

psychology, political sociology, moral psychology, and economic sociology.   

Theoretical Sampling 

Theoretical sampling, or sampling “directed toward gathering information relevant to a 

specific working hypothesis,” is designed to “achieve a rigorous test of a hypothesis” (Singleton 

and Straits 1999: 333).  Contemporary sociologists have used this strategy fruitfully in empirical 

analysis of issues such as race and social class (e.g. Lamont 1992, 2000; Swidler 2001; Jimenez 

2008; Armstrong and Hamilton 2013).   My goal was to create a sample that as socially similar 

as possible in order to limit sources of variation that were beyond the scope of my research 

questions.    

I recognize that political opinions are created by actors with distinct social positions, 

which shape how and what opinions they formulate (e.g. Brooks and Manza 2007).  It would be 

impossible to find consistent patterns in variation in voter reasoning and choice according to 

economic position and partisan affiliation if my sample cut across important political cleavages.  

Given the importance of race, ethnicity, and gender in creating variation in the effects of 

economic position and partisan affiliation on voting (Manza and Brooks 1999; McVeigh and 

Sobolewski 2007; Gelman et al. 2008), I held these variables constant in my sample.   

Furthermore, the effects of household income on voter choice vary by region, state, 

county, and congressional district (e.g. Gelaman et al. 2008).  For this reason I sampled within a 

congressional district.  Salka (2003) finds that urban vs. rural residency significantly affects 
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attitudes towards government regulation in ballot measure voting.  Taking this finding into 

account, I held urban residence constant and sampled in a congressional district within a city.  It 

is important to note that I did not hold religion constant.  Findings from Ansolabehere, Rodden & 

Snyder (2006) and Greeley and Hout (2006) reveal that religion has an extremely modest or 

indiscernible influence on the formation of political opinion and economic policy positions.  

Similarly, age is not an important factor (e.g. Manza and Brooks 1999).  Given these theoretical 

and empirical considerations, I sampled on household income and partisan affiliation while 

holding gender, race, ethnicity, urban residence, region, state, county, and congressional district 

constant.  This means that I recruited white males of European descent from the second 

congressional district in Tucson who voted for a democratic or republican presidential candidate 

in 2008 and/or 2012.   

I recruited my sample from the second congressional district in Tucson, so I used 

Tucson’s household income distribution to determine the range for the household income terciles 

relevant for my sample.  I asked respondents about ballot measures that were on the Arizona 

state ballot in 2008, 2010, and 2012.  Using publically available data from the Census Bureau’s 

American Community Survey, I used one-year estimates for each of those years to determine the 

household income distribution for Tucson.  Household income distribution across this four year 

span essentially held steady, which allowed me to define the bottom third of household income 

as $25,000/year or less and the upper third as $50,000/year or more.  The distribution for the 

state of Arizona as well as the United States is different ($35,000 or less and $75,000 or more), 

so in future analysis I will investigate if variation changes when I adjust the range for household 

income-level terciles.   

 



34 
 

Recruitment 

 I recruited respondents from 2013-2015 by employing a variety of techniques.  

Combining the techniques of important qualitative interview studies in the sociology of culture 

and economic sociology, I used a combination of canvassing, locating gatekeepers, and referrals 

(e.g. Lamont 1992; 2000; Swidler 2001; Prasad et al. 2009; Sachweh 2012).  Recruitment was 

difficult to some degree because I used a number of sampling parameters.  However, with a 

strategic use of recruitment techniques I overcame these barriers.  First, I used the “City of 

Tucson Poverty and Urban Stress Report, 2012,” which provides a map with ranges of median 

household income for each census tract. I began by consulting with a management analyst for the 

City of Tucson to select and recruit from low-income or high-income neighborhoods that had a 

high concentration of white males.  Next, I created a sample frame of census tracts that have a 

median income that fell within either the bottom or top third of the city’s household income 

distribution.  I then used a random number generator to select census tracts in which to canvass.   

While recruiting for my pilot study I was warned by several different sources against 

door-to-door recruitment in low-income areas, as well as in areas with neighborhood 

associations.  For this reason, I notified homeowner and neighborhood associations about my 

canvassing efforts.  These associations served as gatekeepers, so I worked with them to assure 

that my presence in their neighborhoods was welcome, as well as to see if they were able to 

assist me in my recruitment efforts.  By going through these gatekeepers I was able to 

successfully recruit a number respondents.  Furthermore, after I interviewed each respondent, I 

gave him a flyer describing my research and asked him to refer anyone he knew who qualified 

for my study.  This generated some snowball sampling, especially for high-income Republicans.  

I also recruited participants through the social networks of my research assistants.  Finally, I 
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recruited respondents in public places where low-income respondents would logically 

congregate.  For example, I obtained permission from the Arizona Department of Economic 

Security to canvass at two of their largest branches in the second congressional district in 

Tucson.  By utilizing these diverse methods of recruitment, my aim was to most efficiently 

recruit respondents and to rely evenly on different methods so as to minimize the bias created by 

any given recruitment technique.   This strategic and systematic recruitment of respondents who 

meet all of my theoretical sampling requirements is in line with best practices of qualitative 

research (e.g. Lamont 1992, 2000; Swidler 2001; Newman and Chen 2007; Sachweh 2012; 

Armstrong and Hamilton 2013).    

Respondent Selection  

For this study I dealt with two kind of respondents.  The first type could recall voting for 

a given measure and the second could not recall voting for the proposition or did not vote that 

year.  For respondents who recalled voting for a given proposition, I only used data from 

participants who voted for either the Republican or Democratic presidential candidate for the 

corresponding general election.  These respondents also needed to have a household income that 

fell in the top or bottom tercile of the distribution of household income in Tucson for that 

corresponding year.  For participants who could not recall voting for a given proposition or did 

not vote on the measure, I asked them to tell me how they “would have voted if they could vote 

today.”  Of these respondents, I used only those who voted for either Republican Mitt Romney or 

Democrat Barack Obama for president in the 2012 general election.  These respondents also 

needed to have a household income that fell in the top or bottom tercile of the distribution of 

household income in Tucson in 2012.    
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I used quotas of at least 20 in an attempt to reach saturation for each subset of partisan 

affiliation and economic position (Lamont 2000; Sachweh 2012).   Volunteers constituted the 

first 100 participants in my sample.  The majority of these respondents were high-income, 

leaving me far short of my low-income quotas.  To address this problem I used a small grant to 

remunerate low-income participants.  I sought out 20 additional low-income participants by 

posting in the “Jobs” section of a popular online classified advertisement website.  This allowed 

me to fulfill my quota for low-income Democrats.  This also allowed me to increase the total 

number of low-income Republicans to 19.  As with all of the subsets, I could not utilize all 

respondents for a given ballot measure because of proposition-specific non-response.  Despite 

falling short of the quota, I researched saturation for the low-income Republican subset (as well 

as the other three) because I observed repeated instances of reported motives and prior beliefs in 

policy reasoning within and/or across all subsets.   

Location 

In studying voter reasoning and reported motives/prior beliefs for vote choice on market 

regulatory ballot measures, I wanted to select ballot measures that were not simply a result of 

partisan politics and thereby could not all easily be classified as partisan.  In contrast to ballot 

measures written by state legislatures, Citizen Initiated State Statutes (CISS) are written by 

citizens and appear on the ballot because the proponents of the measure succeeded in collecting a 

state-determined number of signatures.  This type of process requires some financing and 

organization, but produces statutes that are more organic to the state’s population.   

Availability of CISSes that regulate state markets limited states where I could recruit 

respondents.  In terms of selecting a timeframe, I wanted to select ballot measures about topics 

that were controversial, and thus potentially polarizing, but still relevant politically and recent 
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enough to remember.  For this reason I selected ballot measures that occurred within the two 

presidential elections (2008-2012) before I began recruitment in 2013.  2008 was an especially 

relevant and polarizing political year because not only did the nation see its first African 

American president elected, but it also marked the beginning of a major recession.  With these 

parameters in mind, I was left with CISSes in Arizona, Colorado, and California.6  Given that 

political culture and salience of household income varies according to average state household 

income (e.g. Gelman 2008), it was important to choose a state where household income would be 

the most salient.  Only Arizona was in the bottom half of average state income distribution, 

meaning that household income should be a more salient political factor than in California or 

Colorado, which were both in the upper half of average state income distribution (Gelman 2008).  

Thus, I chose to recruit respondents from Arizona.    

I chose the second congressional district in Tucson as my place of recruitment for several 

reasons.  First, research shows that a polarized political environment helps voters to become 

more coherent in their political beliefs (e.g. Baldassarri and Gelman 2008).  With this in mind, I 

sought an area that was extremely polarized within a congressional district, and had a marked 

household income disparity in the population, so that economic position and partisan affiliation 

would both be salient.  The second congressional district in Tucson met all of these 

requirements.  Tucson is split between the second and third congressional districts.  The third 

district is consistently Democratic, while the second congressional district is extremely 

polarized.  In 2012, the Democratic congressional candidate won by around .1%, while Romney 

carried the district by 1.5%. In 2014, the Republican candidate won the district by less than 1,000 

                                                           
6 Ballot measures available on NCLS.org 
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votes.  Such polarization is to be expected in this district, which has a history of polarization 

dating to before the tenure of Gabrielle Giffords.   

Ballot measures 

In order to address authorship bias for the ballot measures, I included ballot measures that 

were endorsed by groups that had varying partisan and market agendas. The first ballot measure 

was “The Arizona Homeowners Bill of Rights, Proposition 201 (2008).” 7  This ballot measure, 

which was overwhelmingly financed and endorsed by a wide array of construction-related 

unions, was put on the ballot in the midst of the bursting of the real estate bubble in a state whose 

economy was heavily dependent on the construction of new homes.  It sought to create standards 

for quality in home repair, give all new homebuyers a 10-year warrantee, and to give 

homeowners increased legal leverage over contractors who did fraudulent work.  This measure 

gave me an opportunity to understand how voters reasoned about a ballot measure that was pro-

labor, pro-market regulation, and concerned the status of land as a commodity.   

The second ballot measure, “Arizona Stop Illegal Hiring, Proposition 202 (2008)”, 

sought, in a variety of ways, to reregulate undocumented immigrants’ access to the Arizona labor 

market. I chose this initiative because I wanted to include a measure that proposed to regulate 

labor.  It was overwhelmingly financed by business associations, which gave me the opportunity 

to analyze how voters evaluated a ballot measure that was pro-business.   

Third, I selected a ballot measure that allowed me to analyze how voters responded to the 

possibility of opening a market for a stigmatized commodity: marijuana.  The "Arizona Medical 

Marijuana Act, Proposition 203 (2010)" was written by the Marijuana Policy Project, a group 

dedicated to decriminalizing marijuana in all forms.  To this extent, proposition 203 was written 

                                                           
7 The text each measure is available in the corresponding empirical chapter and at the Arizona Secretary of State’s 

website. 
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by a group that sought to de-stigmatize and re-regulate medical marijuana.  This measure was 

important because there was not a clear connection between it and economic self-interest 

according to household income tercile, which provided an opportunity to investigate how voters 

used economic philosophies and partisanship in the process of reasoning about economic policy 

in the absence of salient economic self-interest.     

Fourth, I selected the “Quality Education and Jobs Act, Proposition 204 (2012),” which 

proposed to extend a one-cent sales tax to fund primarily public education.  Given the budgetary 

crisis due in part to the collapse of the real estate market, the legislature proposed cuts to public 

education.  This proposition was written and organized by the Quality Education and Jobs 

Committee, which is a pro-public education advocacy group.  This ballot measure was clearly 

partisan in terms of its endorsements, being officially endorsed by the mayor of Phoenix and the 

major of Tucson, both Democrats, and officially opposed by the Arizona state treasurer and 

Arizona Governor, both Republicans.  Selecting this ballot measure allowed me to analyze an 

extremely partisan element of market regulation that could potentially pit short-term self-interest 

against partisanship.  

Qualitative Data Analysis and Coding 

In analyzing my data, I used Michael Burawoy’s “Extended Case Method” (ECM) 

(Burawoy 1998, 2009; Sallaz 2009) to interpret my findings and engage in theory building.  

While usually employed for ethnography, ECM can be applied to interview research (Burawoy 

2009) and is advantageous for my research for several reasons.  First, I investigated how voters 

reasoned about ballot measures and voting decisions in their own terms.  In order to study 

knowledge of this local and subjective nature, I use Burawoy’s principle of “reconstruction” in 

my coding and analysis of my data.  Reconstruction starts with theory and then looks for cases in 
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which the predictions do not hold as a way to theory build.  I extended voting theories of self-

interest and partisanship by using them as the foundation for my coding schema.  I then added 

subsequent codes when voters used prior beliefs or reported motives that were not predicted by 

these voting theories.  This process prompted me to explore the literature on economic 

philosophies and reasoning, as well as to code for moral economy, neoliberalism, and 

libertarianism.  In doing so I was able to empirically extend the voting literature concerning 

reported voting motives/prior beliefs and their relationship to policy and market regulatory ballot 

measure reasoning.   

Validity, Reliability, and Generalizability 

 I addressed content validity by performing several iterations of pilot interviews, wherein 

after each wave I went back to the literature and explored relevant theories and findings.  I built 

the semi-structured interview instrument on relevant theory, findings, and pilot studies to collect 

data that speak to my research questions to the fullest extent possible. To assess reliability I 

asked respondents the same questions but in different forms throughout the interview and, in 

some cases, in the post-interview survey.  Finally, I used “reconstruction” to improve the 

construct validity of my coding schema.  

I do not claim that my findings are representative of any given population.  Instead, I 

designed my research instruments and sample criteria to find respondents who shared partisan 

and economic features that were of utmost theoretical importance to my research questions.  The 

aim of this study was not to argue that the forms of voter reasoning, prior beliefs, and reported 

motives I found were normally distributed across a population.  However, there is no bias in my 

sample that would prevent it from speaking to the broader theoretical question of whether or not 

these reported motives/prior beliefs, and their influence on market regulatory ballot measure 
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reasoning, exist and are employed when citizens vote on market regulatory ballot measures or 

reason on economic policy (Swidler 2001).   
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Empirical Chapter 1: Proposition 202 (2008) 

 

INTRODUCTION 

This dissertation analyzes variation in voter choice and reasoning via reported rationales 

for market regulatory ballot measures according to economic position and partisan affiliation.  In 

this chapter, I analyze voter choice on “Arizona Stop Illegal Hiring,” Proposition 202 (2008), 

which proposed to reregulate undocumented worker access to labor markets in Arizona, for an 

achieved sample for this measure of 85 white male voters. Specifically, I address the following 

research questions: 1) How do economic position and partisan affiliation affect voter choice for 

Proposition 202 (2008)?  2) What rationales emerged for voter choice and how do these 

rationales vary according to economic position and partisan affiliation?   

   First, I provide background on the general issue of regulating undocumented worker 

access to labor markets in Arizona.  Second, I describe the history, context, and details of 

Proposition 202 (2008), including its supporters and opponents, wording, and election results.  

Third, I use voting theories of self-interest, partisanship, and economic reasoning to analyze the 

literature on undocumented worker access to Arizona labor markets in order to make predictions 

about voter choice and rationales according to variation in both economic position and partisan 

affiliation. Fourth, for each independent variable I use a mixed-methods approach, applying 

quantitative analysis to examine variation in voter choice and qualitative analysis to examine 

variation in voter rationales.  I conclude by discussing the broader implications of these findings 

for voting theories and direct democracy, as well as limitations in my data. 

The effects of economic position and partisan affiliation on voter choice were 

inconsistent across each variable, as my predictions largely held for Republican as well low-

income respondents but tended not to hold for Democratic or high-income respondents.  
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Furthermore, economic position and partisan affiliation inconsistently predicted voter rationales.  

I found two neoliberal rationales that supplemented both self-interest and partisanship rationales. 

I found that self-interest rationales tended to vary according to economic position and voter 

choice, but were always coupled with partisan and/or neoliberal rationales.  Furthermore, I found 

that liberal rationales were most consistently used by Democratic respondents who voted “No,” 

while conservative rationales were used across partisan affiliation and economic position in 

conjunction with neoliberal rationales for respondents who voted “Yes.”   

Ultimately, neoliberal rationales constituted a “moral economy,” or consensus about rules 

of market fairness, as they were widely utilized across economic position and partisan affiliation 

for respondents who voted “Yes” and applied neoliberal conditions for market fairness.  I also 

found a moral economy that coupled liberal rationales and market fairness judgments, and 

consistently coincided with “No” votes.  The presence of moral economies is important because 

they correspond with variation in the intersection of rationales and voter choice not predicted by 

self-interest or partisan voting theories.  Furthermore, the strong correspondence of “Yes” votes 

with neoliberal rationales across economic position and partisan affiliation suggests omitted 

variable bias and the need for research on structural variables that predict neoliberal rationales. 

BACKGROUND 

Undocumented Immigrants, State-Level Policy Responses, and Arizona as a Case Study 

Undocumented immigration is, to say the least, a hot button issue in the United States.  

From 2000-2009 the United States saw its highest levels of immigration, totaling more than 

13,000,000 immigrants (Vaughan 2012: 320).  During this period the southwest was particularly 

affected.  For example, in 2000, 36% of the city of Tucson’s population was Hispanic/Latino; 

while in 2010 this number jumped to 42%, more than 2.5 times the national average of 16% 
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(Census.gov).  There is increasing pressure on American policymakers to attempt to “solve” the 

problem of “illegal immigration.”  Although most high profile immigration policy is created by 

federal lawmakers, most legislation occurs at the state level and attempts to bypass or enhance 

federal regulation by implementing policy that is more responsive to the demands of local voters 

and interest groups.   

Central to these policies are concerns over undocumented workers and their informal 

participation in labor markets.  In terms of political rhetoric, undocumented immigrants are 

perceived as a threat to jobs (Shapira 2013), community safety (Sohoni and Sohoni 2013), and 

social programs (Santa Ana 2002; Brown 2013).  This rhetoric is then often mobilized by those 

attempting to exclude undocumented workers from labor markets.  As a result, from New York 

to Arizona, there have been state-level attempts at legislation targeting businesses that hire 

undocumented workers (LeMay 2007: 71).   

This topic hits home in Arizona, which as a border state is particularly divided.  On the 

one hand, undocumented workers are integral to the state’s economy (Rosenbloom and Gorman 

2010: 121).  On the other, Arizona has a history of anti-immigrant policy and rhetoric (Brown 

2013).  While business interests favor lax regulation of undocumented workers, there is also 

ideological and partisan resistance to their participation (Quinn 2008; Shapira 2013).  

With growing public pressure to stem the tide of undocumented workers throughout the 

mid-2000s, Arizona state legislators sought to act.  Led by state senator Russell Pearce, who 

made a career of mounting legal attacks against undocumented immigrants, in 2007 Arizona 

passed HB 2779, “The Fair and Legal Employment Act” or the “Legal Arizona Workers Act” 

(LAWA).  This act mandated employer use of e-verify to confirm legal status of workers and 

increased penalties for businesses that were caught employing undocumented workers, including 
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suspension of business licenses and severe penalties for identity theft.  This legislation was based 

on an unsuccessful 2006 ballot measure and was intensified in 2008 with HB 2745, which 

extended the mandate to use e-verify to all government contractors (Kubrin et al. 2012: 68-69).  

The failure of the federal government to pass immigration reform in 2006 and 2007 only fueled 

state-level legislative attempts at reform.  Federal inaction made it possible for Arizona to 

become one of 13 states that sought to surpass federal regulation of undocumented workers.  It 

did so through the passage of LAWA, which at the time was considered to be the strictest 

legislation of its kind (Rosenblum and Gorman 2010: 120-1).   

LAWA immediately faced business-led opposition.  A coalition soon formed that drew 

together business interests and immigrant rights groups to vocally oppose the bill.  This coalition 

eventually led to the creation of Proposition 202 (2008) “Arizona Stop Illegal Hiring,” which 

sought to limit LAWA (Rosenblum and Gorman 2010: 122).  Not only did this proposition fail, 

but LAWA was upheld by the Supreme Court in 2011, setting the stage for the spread of similar 

workplace legislation across the country (Liptak 2011).   

While Arizona’s LAWA and subsequent representative democratic legislation, such as 

SB 1070, have been highly scrutinized, direct democratic regulations are increasing in 

importance and number.  California’s Proposition 187 (1994) drew much attention and attempted 

to prevent undocumented immigrants from receiving social services.  Though there has been 

much scholarship on popular reaction to this measure and other legislative attempts to curtail the 

access of undocumented immigrants to government programs (e.g. Santa Ana 2002; Jacobson 

2008; Brown 2013; Steil and Vasi 2014), scholars have yet to investigate how voters reason 

about ballot measures that attempt to regulate undocumented worker labor market participation.   
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The Case of Proposition 202 (2008) “Arizona Stop Illegal Hiring” 

Proposition 202 (2008) “Arizona Stop illegal Hiring” is an ideal case for analyzing how 

voters reason on undocumented worker labor regulation.  On the one hand, Proposition 202 

(2008) attempted to scale back the regulation of businesses that hire undocumented workers.  On 

the other, it utilized a “get tough on illegal immigration” narrative associated with the 

Republican backed LAWA in what was portrayed in the media as an attempt to “fool” voters 

who were ideologically opposed to undocumented worker labor market participation into voting 

for the measure.  The wording of the measure was carefully crafted in order to frame it as an 

attempt to “crack down” on businesses that employed undocumented workers.  This is the text of 

the measure as it appeared on the ballot, which I provided participants before I interviewed them 

about their vote: 

Stop Illegal Hiring" Act is an initiative designed to crack down on unethical businesses who hire 

illegal immigrants. This initiative targets employers who hire workers and pay under-the-table in 

cash, which fuels illegal immigration in Arizona. It revokes the business license of employers 

who knowingly or intentionally hire illegal immigrants. This initiative increases penalties for 

identity theft, as illegal immigrants often use stolen identities to conceal their undocumented 

status. Fines collected as a result of this initiative will be distributed to schools and hospitals to 

help deal with the financial burden placed on Arizona because of illegal immigration. 

 

The Arizona Secretary of State’s official record on this measure is telling.8  The chair of 

the ballot measure committee “Stop Illegal Hiring Prop 202” was Andrew Pacheco, former 

county attorney candidate with conservative leanings who was, in 2010, recruited by Arizona’s 

rightwing Attorney General Tom Horne.  The measure was officially endorsed by a variety of 

business associations (e.g. Westmark, Arizona Farm Bureau) as well as by the Arizona Daily 

Star, a newspaper that serves southern Arizona.  The measure was officially opposed by an anti-

immigration ideological group (RidersUSA) and several local-level Republican groups 

                                                           
8 http://apps.azsos.gov/election/2008/Info/PubPamphlet/Sun_Sounds/english/Prop202.htm 
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(Maricopa Country Republican Committee and LD 9 Republican Executive Committee), but not 

by any individual politicians.  This supporters and opponents appear to show a rift within the 

Republican Party between ideological groups and business interests.  

Even more telling is the record of the ballot measure’s funders.9  The measure’s leading 

financial supporters were business associations, whose donations totaled more than $750,000.  

Next were agricultural sector groups ($35,000), followed by the food and beverage industry 

($29,000), the livestock industry ($10,000), and an agricultural insurance agency called “The 

Farm Bureau” ($9,500).  In total, the proponents garnered $874,719 in campaign contributions.  

The opposition was primarily funded by anti-immigration ideological groups and PACS.  The 

right-wing Federation for American Immigration Reform (FAIR) donated $40,000, which was 

matched by the conservative political action committee “Team America PAC.”  The next highest 

category was individual donations.  In total, 286 individual citizens donated a combined $25,235 

to support the measure’s opposition.  There were also miscellaneous small businesses which 

made separate contributions, usually of no more than a couple hundred dollars.   

Despite the opposition only donating about $140,000, and despite major market actors 

contributing $874,719 in support of the proposition, the ballot measure was defeated with 59.2% 

of the electorate voting “No.” This defeat might be attributed in part to press coverage, which 

portrayed the measure as spearheaded by businesses who were attempting to avoid tougher e-

verify employment restrictions.  The Arizona Daily Star reported that “[o]f the total funds raised 

[by Proposition 202 (2008) proponents], more than $570,000 was contributed by a coalition 

called Wake Up Arizona, a group of business owners who have tried to challenge the current 

sanctions law in court” (Quinn 2008).  The national press went further, reporting that “business-

                                                           
9 http://www.followthemoney.org/entity-details?eid=10246670&default=ballot 
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backed Proposition 202 would ease some of the key provisions of the state's employer sanctions 

law that allows the suspension or revocation of business licenses of firms found guilty of 

knowingly hiring undocumented workers” (Lobeck 2008).  The proposition’s defeat was covered 

in a similar light, with the US Newswire reporting that “by rejecting Proposition 202, Arizonans 

sent a message that they will not be fooled by special interests into scrapping the states [sic] best 

instrument to fight illegal immigration” (Anonymous 2008).   

In the larger legislative and market context, the dynamics of the ballot measure are clear.  

Dominant market actors reacted to new restrictions on hiring undocumented workers by 

spearheading a ballot measure that sought to loosen these restrictions.  This was countered by 

anti-immigrant ideological groups, like FAIR, that had a powerful foothold in the Arizona 

legislature (Kubrin et al. 2012: 65-6).  The media then interpreted the failure of the measure as 

popular rejection of market elites’ attempts to ease regulation.   

However, given the obfuscatory wording of the measure, which was framed by its 

proponents as a “get tough on immigration” law, it is feasible that uninformed voters were 

deceived by the wording of the ballot measure and voted “Yes” for tougher regulation or “No” to 

reject further limitations for businesses or undocumented worker labor market access.  This was 

evidenced in the outcomes of my respondents.  While only 40.8% of voters approved the 

measure in 2008, 57/85 (67%) of my respondents reported (retrospectively in 2013-15) that they 

voted or would have voted “Yes”.     

PREDICTIONS 

Predictions for How Economic Position and Partisan Affiliation Affect Voter Choice  

According to self-interest voting theories, variation in economic position should 

correspond with variation in self-interest and subsequently voter choice.  Sears and Funk (1991) 
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demonstrate that actors vote for short-term self-interest when they perceive the stakes to be high 

and the issues to be clear, or when there is a threat to short-term self-interest.  For Proposition 

202 (2008), the stakes for many low-income white male voters should be high and the issue 

should be clear because these citizens often compete with undocumented laborers for work 

(Bonacich 1972, 1976; Bobo 1998; McVeigh 2009). High-income citizens should be similarly 

invested, as many employ undocumented workers (Fussell 2011).  Given these conditions, I 

expect self-interested low-income voters to vote “Yes” in order to protect their jobs or job 

prospects and self-interested high-income voters to vote “No” in order to protect their access to 

undocumented labor.   

According to partisan voting theories, variation in partisan affiliation should correspond 

with variation in partisanship, issue position, and by extension ballot measure choice.  In terms 

of partisan reasoning, Haidt (2012) finds that liberals’ “most sacred value [is] care for victims of 

oppression” (ibid: 345), and more broadly protecting “the rights of certain vulnerable groups” 

(ibid: 212), while conservatives’ “most sacred value” is preserving “the institutions and 

traditions that sustain a moral community” (ibid: 357).  Given the measure’s anti-immigrant 

rhetoric, we can expect Democrats to be apply the liberal most sacred value of protecting 

vulnerable and oppressed groups by seeking to protect undocumented workers, thereby 

supporting a “No” vote on Proposition 202 (2008).  Conversely, we can expect Republicans to 

apply the conservative most sacred value of preserving institutions and traditions that uphold a 

moral community by trying to preserve the rule of law and protect moral citizens from the 

negative effects of those who immigrated illegally.  Such reasoning would then lead Republicans 

to support a “Yes” vote on Proposition 202 (2008) because of its anti-illegal immigration 
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framing.  These predictions are supported by work on the intersection of partisanship and 

undocumented immigration attitudes from political science (e.g. Hopkins 2010: 43).  

 Research on moral economy supplements the self-interest and partisanship literatures by 

providing a framework for understanding how the intersection of economic position and partisan 

affiliation could correspond with voter choice.  A moral economy is a popular consensus about 

the rules of market fairness (e.g. Thompson 1971; Western and Rosenfeld 2011; Kissane 2012; 

Sachweh 2012).  Moral economy stands in opposition to rational choice models of self-interested 

action and instead argues that agents across levels of affluence use shared fairness beliefs to 

reason about market action (Svallfors 2006; Sachweh 2012).  As applied to partisanship, moral 

economy would predict that actors with a given partisan affiliation would draw upon their party’s 

conception of fairness in order to reason about the measure.     

Haidt (2012) finds that liberals and conservatives have a shared conception of fairness 

that stresses people getting “what they deserve,” also known as “proportionality.”  In evaluating 

disadvantaged groups, liberals selectively apply proportionality in order to defend these groups 

while conservatives apply proportionality regardless of group vulnerability (Haidt 2012: 212-3).  

This means that Democrats should apply proportionality selectively so as to protect vulnerable 

groups.  The prevalence of this use of fairness across economic position would then constitute a 

consensus.  Conversely, Republicans across economic position should apply proportionality 

make sure that “people get what they deserve” for the sake of preserving a moral community 

(Haidt 2012: 212), thereby supporting a “Yes” vote.     

 A supplemental framework would be a neoliberal moral economy.  Since its creation by 

French intellectual Louis Rougier in 1938, the academic project of “neoliberalism” has been 

fundamentally social Darwinist and as such values the protection and promotion of “fair” 
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individual competition above all else (Foucault 2004; Amable 2011).  Neoliberal intellectuals see 

the market as a historical construction, which then justifies a political project of developing a 

neoliberal state that seeks to “reregulate”—instead of deregulate—in order to foster market order 

by ensuring fair individual competition.  Thus, state actions that enhance competition are seen as 

moral across partisan affiliation (Amable 2011: 6, 9-11).  Since the 1980s the logic of 

neoliberalism has become prevalent in American politics as well as popular culture, spanning 

class and party (Centeno and Cohen 2012: 5.12-5.15).  As such, we would expect voters across 

partisan affiliation and economic position to use the neoliberal belief in individual responsibility 

for fair market action.  This conception of fairness is distinct because rather than focusing on 

promoting fairness to protect or preserve a moral community, or curtailing the rules of 

proportional fairness to protect vulnerable groups, neoliberal fairness focuses on the importance 

of individual responsibility to follow market rules for the sake of reinforcing fair market 

competition.  While we will see that in many cases conservatives appropriate this neoliberal 

definition of market fairness in order to judge social morality, this means that the conservative 

definition of fairness is broad enough to incorporate the neoliberal definition and not that these 

two definitions necessarily imply one another. The prevalence of these neoliberal standards of 

fairness across partisan affiliation and economic position would constitute a moral economy.  We 

would expect voters using these neoliberal beliefs to vote “Yes” due to the mission of neoliberal 

“reregulation” to promote fair individual competition.     

Predictions for Voter Choice Rationales According to Economic Position and Partisan 

Affiliation  

 

In order to study voter reasoning I analyze respondent justifications of vote choice.  In 

order to refine the operationalization of voter reasoning via justification, I use what I call a 

“rationale.”  I define a “rationale” as any subject-specific iteration of a broader justification or 
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reported motive.  For this analysis there are three genres of rationales: “iterations of self-

interest,” “iterations of partisan most sacred values,” and “iterations of market fairness.”  Within 

“iterations of self-interest,” I operationalized theory and data-driven rationales that should be 

specific to each level of the “economic position” independent variable.  Within “iterations of 

partisan most sacred values,” I operationalized theory and data-driven rationales that should be 

specific to each level of the “partisan affiliation” independent variable.  Finally, within the 

“iterations of market fairness,” I operationalized theory and data-driven rationales according to 

the supplemental forms of economic reasoning I found: neoliberal beliefs of market fairness, 

uniquely conservative beliefs of market fairness, and uniquely liberal beliefs of market fairness.          

Following the “self-interest” voting literature, I classified any rationale in which the 

respondent reported voting to benefit himself materially as “self-interested.”  I used previous 

research on the intersection between immigration and economic position to code for three such 

rationales: “Jobs,” “Anti-Regulation,” and “Cheap Labor.”  I expect low-income voters to use the 

“Jobs” rationale to justify “Yes” votes, and high-income voters to use the “Anti-Regulation” and 

“Cheap Labor” rationales to justify “No” votes.  I coded for the “Jobs” rationale when 

respondents reported voting for their own self-interest by attempting to save or increase the 

number of jobs available.  I coded for the “Anti-Regulation” rationale when respondents reported 

voting in order to either benefit their businesses by preventing new regulations or benefit 

themselves as employers by avoiding legal penalties.  Finally, I coded for “Cheap Labor” when 

respondents reported voting in order to preserve access to undocumented workers as a source of 

cheap labor.   

Additionally, three data-driven self-interested rationales emerged: “Reduce taxes and 

fees,” “Benefit Economy,” and “Protect social services.”  Given that low-income actors are more 
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likely to vote for short-term self-interested ends (Bartels 2005), I expect all of these rationales to 

be employed by low-income respondents.  I coded for “Reduce taxes and fees” when voters 

reported voting as an attempt to lower taxes or some type of socially allocated fee, such as 

insurance premiums.  I coded for “Benefit Economy” when participants reported voting in order 

to benefit the economy and by extension improve their job or business prospects.  Finally, I 

coded for “Protect social services” when respondents reported voting to protect social services 

they were receiving.     

Given the research on partisan reasoning and its intersection with undocumented 

immigration, I selected three most sacred value rationales for liberals and five for conservatives.  

Democrats should use at least one liberal rationale to justify “No” votes and Republicans should 

employ at least one conservative rationale to justify “Yes” votes.  First, liberals are primarily 

concerned with caring for “victims of oppression,” which should manifest itself in concerns for 

immigrant civil rights and racial equality (Hopkins 2010).  I coded for “Civil Rights” when 

respondents explicitly mentioned the ballot measure as affecting the rights of a group to 

participate in society.  Second, I coded “Racial Equality” as any perception that the ballot 

measure would cause, or was intended to cause, discrimination against Hispanics or Latinos 

based on their Hispanic ethnicity or country of origin.10  Finally, I used a data-driven code of 

“Economic Oppression,” which I used to code respondent attempts to protect undocumented 

workers because of their extremely vulnerable economic status.   

Conservatives’ most sacred value of preserving a moral society should manifest in 

rationales that revolve around this theme in order to justify “Yes” votes.  According to the 

literature on undocumented immigration and partisanship, this concern manifests itself in five 

                                                           
10 I refer to this as “racial” discrimination because others have described this type of language as “racialized” 

(Brown 2013).   
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different forms.  First, Brown (2013) finds that there is a “racialized” frame.  This frame 

emphasizes the moral worth of white culture while perceiving Hispanic culture as a threat.  

Second, Brown (2013) also documents a political discourse that portrays undocumented workers 

as threatening social programs and raising taxes for law-abiding citizens.  Third, Lakoff (2002) 

and Hopkins (2010) both show that conservatives view undocumented workers as a threat to 

“law and order” due to their undocumented status, which then undermines a moral society.  

Fourth, undocumented workers have been portrayed as a threat to American jobs by cheating the 

legal system (e.g. Shapira 2013).  Fifth, undocumented workers have been portrayed as a 

criminal threat, thus putting moral citizens at risk (Sohoni and Sohoni 2013).  Therefore white 

male conservatives should apply their most sacred value rationales that attempt to protect Anglo-

American culture, social programs and taxes, law and order, jobs, and safety from the threats 

created by undocumented immigrants.   

First, I coded “American Culture” as instances in which respondents perceived 

undocumented workers as a threat because of their Hispanic ethnicity or culture.  Second, I 

coded “Social programs and taxes” as instances in which respondents perceived undocumented 

workers as a threat because they drained social programs or the tax base.  Third, I coded “Law 

and Order” as instances in which respondents perceived undocumented workers as a threat 

because of their “illegal” immigration status.  Fourth, I coded “American Jobs” as instances in 

which respondents perceived undocumented workers as a threat because they were “stealing” 

American jobs.  Finally, I coded “Safety” as instances in which respondents perceived 

undocumented workers as a threat to public safety.   

Lastly, there are two relevant neoliberal beliefs.  First, drawing on the work of Rougier 

(1938) and Hayek (1960), Bruno Amable (2011) establishes that there is a neoliberal emphasis 
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on the fairness of market competition, rather than the protection of oppressed groups or a moral 

society.  This means that political proponents of neoliberalism seek to regulate market activity so 

as to ensure and protect fair market competition.  Second, neoliberalism promotes an “ethic of 

self-reliance” (Amable 2011: 6).  This means that market competition should not only be fair, but 

responsibility for fair competition lies fully with the individual.  From this perspective, 

individuals can be seen as acting “unfairly” by avoiding the responsibilities implied in individual 

competition.  This second belief is echoed in contemporary work on neoliberalism.  Loïc 

Wacquant argues that the “cultural trope of individual responsibility” (Wacquant 2009: 307) is 

central to the logic of neoliberalism.  In this trope, individuals are understood as “self-governing 

autonomous subjects” (Reich 2014: 4).  While neoliberals see state intervention that 

“reregulates” markets to foster fair individual competition as necessary, the aim of such 

intervention is to shift risk, achievement, and responsibility away from groups, institutions, and 

collective processes onto individuals so as to sustain or foster market order (e.g. Shamir 2008; 

Wacquant 2009; Amable 2011; Reich 2014).  Thus, while neoliberal state actors or voters 

actively attempt to “reregulate” market competition, this reregulation shifts responsibility for 

achieving and maintaining fairness in market competition to individuals.   

First, I coded “Fair market competition” as a respondent’s judgment that a party has an unfair 

advantage in the labor market.  Second, I coded “Individual Responsibility” as a respondent’s 

placement of responsibility onto an individual market actor to act “correctly,” “fairly,” or 

“follow the rules.”  This kind of responsibility is distinctly neoliberal because it focuses on 

beliefs about fairness according to individual responsibility for market action rather than on the 

broader value of promoting a moral society by ensuring that everyone gets “what they deserve.”   
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Given previous work and definitions, I operationalized “moral economy” as the use of a 

criterion for evaluating market fairness across a major social division in my data (Svallfors 2006; 

Western and Rosenfeld 2011; Sachweh 2012; Kissane 2012).  The two “major social divisions” 

in my data are the two dichotomous independent variables, economic position and partisan 

affiliation.  This means that respondents across both levels of an independent variable must use 

the same criterion or criteria for judging market fairness for there to be evidence of a moral 

economy.   

I coded for “market fairness” when respondents provided an explicit evaluation of the 

fairness of Proposition 202 (2008) or its ramifications (rather than on the fairness of individual 

immigrants participating in the labor market).  Furthermore, I operationalized the “uniquely 

liberal market fairness rationale” as occurring when a respondents used at least one liberal 

rationale, made an explicit judgment of market fairness, and did not reference neoliberal or 

conservative rationales.  Second, I operationalized “uniquely conservative market fairness 

rationale” as occurring when used a market fairness judgment, a conservative rationale, and did 

not use neoliberal or liberal rationales.  Neoliberal market fairness judgments could include 

liberal or conservative rationales because according to the literature, neoliberalism is bipartisan 

(Amable 2011; Centeno and Cohen 2012).  Furthermore, I coded for a “market fairness 

judgment” when respondents used words that explicitly expressed judgment about the fairness of 

market action that would be regulated, such as “fair,” “unfair,” “right,” “wrong,” “cheated,” 

“accountable,” “honest,” “dishonest,” “transparent,” or ”level playing field.”  It is important to 

note that the neoliberal “Fair market competition” is a neoliberal subset of the “market fairness 

judgment” code.   
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I expect to find three different moral economies: liberal, conservative, and neoliberal.  

There is evidence of a “liberal moral economy” when Democratic respondents across economic 

position use “liberal market fairness” in defense of a “No” vote.  There is evidence of a uniquely 

“conservative moral economy” when Republican respondents across economic position use 

“conservative market fairness” in defense of a “Yes” vote.  Finally, there is evidence of a 

“neoliberal moral economy” when respondents across economic position and partisan affiliation 

use at least one neoliberal rationale to justify a “Yes” vote.  Again, neoliberal rationales already 

code for market fairness evaluations, so there does not need to be a separate judgment of market 

fairness used in conjunction with a neoliberal rationale in order for there to be evidence of a 

market fairness evaluation.       

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS  

Research Question 1) How do economic position and partisan affiliation affect voter choice for 

Proposition 202 (2008)?  

 

As I previously mentioned, high-income respondents should have voted “No” and low-

income respondents should have voted “Yes.”  Furthermore, Democrats should have voted “No” 

and Republicans should have voted “Yes.”  The results for my respondents were inconsistent 

(see Table 1 below).  High-income Democrats were largely divided, with 47% voting “Yes”.  

This means that only 53% voted according to the predicted effects of economic position and 

partisan affiliation combined.  Such a weak effect implies that there should be additional factors 

that explain this variance in voter choice.  For high-income Republicans, 76% voted “Yes,” 

implying that when pitted against each other, partisan affiliation had a stronger effect than 

economic position.  Conversely, 68% of low-income Democrats voted “Yes,” suggesting that for 

this subset economic position had a stronger effect than partisan affiliation.  Finally, 100% of 
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low-income Republicans voted “Yes,” suggesting a possible strong interaction between partisan 

affiliation and economic position for this subset.   

Table 1.  Proposition 202 (2008): Predicted Vote by Economic Position/Partisan Affiliation 

Subset and Percentage “Yes” Vote for Sample Based on Self-Interest and Partisan Voting 

Theories 

Economic 

Position/Partisan 

Affiliation 

Predicted Vote Actual Vote 

(Majority) 

Respondent  

Prop 202 Yes 

Vote 

High-Income 

Democrats 

No No 14/30 (47%) 

High-Income 

Republicans 

Conflicting 

Predictions 

Yes 16/21 (76%) 

Low-Income 

Democrats 

Conflicting 

Predictions 

Yes 15/22 (68%) 

Low-Income 

Republicans 

Yes Yes 12/12 (100%) 

 

Economic Position 

 In order to investigate the effects of economic position on voter choice I used a Chi-

Squared test.  This is because both the independent and dependent variables are nominal.  

Table 2.  Proposition 202 (2008): Cross Tabulation and Chi-Squared Test for Vote by Economic 

Position (n=85) 

 Vote Yes Vote No 

High-Income 30 21 

Low-Income 27 7 

Total 57 28 

 Calculated P>T 

Chi-Squared (1 DF) 3.9145* 0.0479* 

*p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test)  
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As we can see, the effect for economic position was statistically significant at a 95% confidence 

interval.  This means that for my non-randomly selected sample, economic position had a 

statistically significant effect on the likelihood that a respondent would vote “Yes,” with low-

income respondents being more likely than high-income respondents.  The effect was especially 

noticeable for one level, as voter choice was skewed much more for low-income voters.  79% of 

low-income voters reported a “Yes” vote while only 59% of high-income voters reported a 

“Yes” vote.  This finding for high-income voters goes against the self-interest voting theory 

predictions, as we expected to find that high-income voters would vote “No” out of self-interest.  

Such a result suggests that the self-interest motive may only hold up for low-income voters on 

this proposition.  It is important to note that these statistical results are not generalizable.   

Partisan Affiliation 

To analyze the effects of partisan affiliation on voter choice I utilized a Chi-Squared test.  

This is because both the independent and dependent variables are nominal.  

Table 3.  Proposition 202 (2008): Cross Tabulation and Chi-Squared Test for Vote by Partisan 

Affiliation (n=85) 

 Vote Yes Vote No 

Democrat 29 23 

Republican 28 5 

Total 57 28 

 Calculated P>T 

Chi-Squared (1 DF) 7.728** 0.005437** 

*p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test)  

 

There was a similar set of results for the effects of partisan affiliation as there was for economic 

position.  For my sample there was a convincing effect of partisan affiliation on likelihood to 

vote “Yes,” with Republicans being much more likely than Democrats to approve the measure.  



60 
 

This mean that across the entire sample, economic position and partisan affiliation both had a 

significant effect on voter choice.  85% of Republican voters reported a “Yes” vote.  This is fully 

in line with the predictions for Republicans.  However, the same cannot be said for Democratic 

voters.  According to the literature on the intersection between partisanship and immigration, 

Democrats are supposed to oppose the ballot measure.  Instead, a majority (56%) voted “Yes.”  

This means that while the prediction for partisan affiliation convincingly held for Republicans it 

did not hold for a majority of Democrats.  These inconsistencies suggest that effects of each 

variable on voter choice are significant due to the much stronger tendency of low-income voters 

and Republicans to vote “Yes” rather than high-income voters or Democrats to vote “No.”  This 

is further supported by the fact that 100% of low-income Republicans (12/12) voted “Yes.”  

These findings call for further research on the effects on economic position and partisan 

affiliation on ballot measure voting. 

QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 

 

Research Question 2) What rationales emerged for voter choice and how do these rationales 

vary according to economic position and partisan affiliation?   

 

Predicted and Observed Rationales 

 

Among 85 respondents, there were 260 different instances of the use of a rationale.  I 

coded entire cases for rationales, which means that my coding only records if a respondent 

uttered a rationale, not how many times he referenced that rationale during the interview.  For 

this analysis there were three genres of rationales: “iterations of self-interest,” “iterations of 

partisan most sacred values,” and “iterations of market fairness.”  Subsequently there were 18 

different observed types of rationales: “iterations of self-interest” (6), “iterations of partisan most 

sacred values” (8), and “iterations of market fairness” (4).  Respondents utilized an average of 

3.06 different rationales per interview.   



61 
 

There were six rationales for “self-interest”: “Anti-Regulation” (2), “Cheap Labor” (2), 

“Jobs” (7), “Reduce taxes and fees” (6), “Benefit Economy” (6), and “Protect social services” 

(1).  For the “liberal most sacred value” there were three rationales: “Racial Equality” (16), 

“Civil Rights” (4), and “Economic Oppression” (17).  For the “conservative most sacred value” 

there were five rationales: “Law and Order” (30), “Social Programs” (26), “American Jobs” (34), 

“American Culture” (9), and “Safety” (9).  For the neoliberal beliefs there were two rationales: 

“Fair Market Competition” (37) and “Individual Responsibility” (42).  Finally, “non-neoliberal 

market fairness” appeared in two types of rationales: “Liberal market fairness” (11) and 

“Conservative market fairness” (1). 

ECONOMIC POSITION 

 

As previously stated, I predict high-income voters to use the “Anti-Regulation,” and 

“Cheap Labor” rationales to justify “No” votes.  Subsequently, I expect low-income voters to use 

the “Jobs,” “Reduce taxes and fees,” “Benefit Economy,” and “Protect social services” rationales 

to justify “Yes” votes.  As we can see in Table 4 (below), the “Cheap Labor” and “Anti-

Regulation” rationales were exclusively used to justify “No” votes, thus confirming the 

prediction for the relationship between these two self-interest rationales and voter choice.  

Furthermore, the predicted relationship between self-interest rationale, economic position, and 

voter choice was confirmed for the “Anti-Regulation” rationale, as this was exclusively used by 

high-income respondents who voted “No.”  This prediction was not confirmed for the “Cheap 

Labor” rationale, as its usage was split between a high and low-income respondent.  

Furthermore, as shown in Table 4 (below), the rationales predicted to correspond with “Yes” 

votes largely did so.  The “Jobs,” “Reduce taxes and fees,” and “Protect social services” were all 
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exclusively used to justify “Yes” votes.  The “Benefit Economy” rationale was almost 

exclusively used to justify “Yes” votes.   

The results for the correspondence between these rationales, economic position, and voter 

choice largely confirmed my predictions.  “Protect social services” was exclusively used by a 

low-income respondent to justify a “Yes” vote and 6/7 of the respondents who used the “Jobs” 

rationale to justify a “Yes” vote were low-income.  Unexpectedly, a majority of the cases of both 

“Reduce taxes and fees” and “Benefit Economy” occurred for high instead of low-income 

respondents.  More interestingly, and counter to the predictions of self-interest voting theories, 

no respondent employed a self-interested rationale without also using a partisan most sacred 

value and/or neoliberal rationale.   

Table 4.  Proposition 202 (2008): Respondent Utterances of Self-Interest Rationales by 

Economic Position and Vote Choice 

 

High 

Income 

Low 

Income 

Vote 

No 

Vote 

Yes 

Self-Interest: Anti-

Regulation 2 0 2 0 

Self-Interest: Cheap 

Labor 1 1 2 0 

Self-Interest: Jobs 1 6 0 7 

Self-Interest: Reduce 

Taxes and Fees 4 2 0 6 

Self-Interest: Benefit 

Economy 4 2 1 5 

Self-Interest: Protect 

social services 0 1 0 1 

 

Predicted Vote and Self-Interest Rationales for High-Income Respondents 

6/21 (29%) high-income respondents who voted “No” employed a self-interested 

rationale.  5/6 of these respondents used a predicted rationale for this economic position/voter 

choice intersection.  All five of these respondents used partisan most sacred value rationales in 

conjunction with their self-interested rationales, and 3/5 used a market fairness judgment.  First, 
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Chris, a high-income Republican who owns a small construction company, used the “Anti-

Regulation” rationale.  He explained that he voted “No” partially because “I already have a 

bunch of compliance crap I got to go through, and so, anymore immigrant compliance crap is 

just… I am not interested…It would have just been more bureaucratic stuff I had to fill out – 

forms, and answer questions on and everything else.”  For Chris, the stakes have to do with cost 

of business operation, as he clearly understood avoiding further regulation as being in his small 

business’ interest.  Chris elaborated.  “Yeah, I suppose I would have been positively affected by 

a ‘No’ vote on that, because if I needed to hire somebody that was illegal it would have reduced 

the penalties if I got caught.”  Chris then supplemented his reasoning by rejecting the measure on 

the grounds that it would promote racial hate, thus utilizing the liberal rationale of “Racial 

Equality.”  “I think these kinds of [anti-immigrant laws] increase the propensity of people to be 

ugly. You know, any time you legitimate hate at some level, you're doing society a disservice.”  

While Chris was interested in helping society, he aimed to do so by protecting a vulnerable 

group from “hate.”    

Malcolm, a high-income Democrat, employed the “Cheap Labor” and “Racial Equality” 

rationales.  He primarily characterized Proposition 202 (2008) as racist.  “Everything that’s 

wrong with America is in this ballot measure. Seriously. I’m not Native American, we came over 

here on a boat, too. My grandparents, they’re from Europe, they didn’t have to go through any of 

this crap. That’s because we’re white.”  Malcolm elaborated, transitioning from “Racial 

Equality” to “Cheap Labor.”  He began by explaining that it was important to stop racism 

because it was: 

bad. Same reason to stop slavery and let women drive, because it’s just human. And it doesn’t 

affect my money. That’s something I could give someone if I was making enough money, I 

could give someone a job just handing out flyers with my name on it. And if they’re bilingual I 
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can use them and I would just pay them under the table because I wouldn’t have to worry about 

heavier fines.  

 

We can see then that for Malcolm, a self-interested rationale was present, but it was secondary to 

liberal rationale of protecting Hispanics from racial discrimination.   

Predicted Vote and Self-Interest Rationales for Low-Income Respondents 

 Similarly, 11/27 (41%) low-income respondents who voted “Yes” used a self-interested 

rationale.  All 11 of these respondents used a predicted self-interested rationale. Furthermore, 

11/11 of these respondents used a self-interest rationale in combination with conservative and 

neoliberal rationales.  Archie, a low-income Republican, used the self-interested “Jobs” 

rationale.  He began by stating that “I think that there would be a lot more people out there 

looking for jobs that would be able to get jobs and a lot more people that are working jobs that 

could be able to get paid more if we weren’t hiring people that weren’t supposed to be working 

here and paying them under what they should be paid.”  Archie believed that this was “affecting 

me definitely, because a lot of these jobs that I’m looking at, I can’t work that much because I’m 

looking for crappy jobs but they’re being taken by people who shouldn’t have them. So, it does 

affect me and it’s hurting me.”   

Archie expanded on this concern by invoking neoliberal rationales of “Fair market 

competition” and “Individual Responsibility.”  First, he explained that “I feel so strongly that if 

you come here illegally, the operative word here is illegal, you need to go back. There is legal 

ways to get here. I have a very close friend that is here illegally going through the Dream Act 

right now. He’s going back to Mexico for the next two years. So, he can do it the right way.”  

Archie, like other respondents, seamlessly transitioned from neoliberal to conservative 

rationales.  Archie mobilized the conservative most sacred value of attempting to uphold moral 
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society by protecting “people here that are paying taxes, that are here legally,” thereby utilizing 

the “American Jobs” and “Social Programs” conservative rationales: 

I really am against anybody giving them jobs, knowingly, because they’re usually paying them 

way less than they should be anyway. Um, us giving them free healthcare, free housing, I’m just 

100% against it. It, honestly, makes me mad…I think it’s completely not fair. There are people 

here that are paying taxes, that are here legally, that can’t find jobs, can’t find housing, and yet, 

we’re supposed to pay our taxes to take care of people that aren’t supposed to be here. And that’s 

what really makes me angry...I’d say I’m just kind of against people getting something for 

nothing and plus just basically getting away with breaking the law.  

Archie clearly saw undocumented workers as a threat to American jobs and to social programs.  

In the process of using these conservative rationales, Archie invoked the neoliberal “Individual 

Responsibility” rationale, explaining that “there’s right ways to do it and wrong ways to do it” 

and that the Dream Act would be an important step because it would give undocumented 

immigrants “an opportunity to become legal” by taking responsibility for their actions and 

having to “jump through lots of hoops.”  He then explained that hiring undocumented workers 

was unfair because they were being paid “way less than they should.”  Subsequently, he saw this 

as undercutting the labor services of moral citizens who “are paying taxes” and “are here legally, 

that can’t find jobs.”  In this way, Archie invoked the “Fair market competition” neoliberal 

rationale.  Thus, while Archie used a self-interested rationale by voting to protect employment 

opportunities for himself, we saw that he also employed conservative rationales to protect moral 

citizens and uphold moral society, as well as neoliberal rationales to evaluate the fairness of 

undocumented workers participating in the labor market.    

Other low-income respondents employed self-interested rationales to explain their votes 

as indirectly promoting their economic self-interest.  These rationales were also accompanied by 

neoliberal and conservative rationales.  First, Shane, a low-income Republican, claimed to have 

voted “Yes” partially so that “my taxes would stay down.”  However, this claim of self-interest 

quickly incorporated neoliberal and conservative rationales:   
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This takes in a lot, meaning, everything from people…living in the shadows to companies that 

are doing things illegally to keeping tax rate the same or lower…[Proposition 202 (2008) would] 

make life better…[because] everything would be above water…like immigration, my 

grandfather came from Europe and my wife has some grandparents that came over, too. You’d 

have a social security number. You wouldn’t have to get an illegal one.  

 

He elaborated.  “[Our] younger son is in Australia, I guess he’s on some kind of a visa, and so 

he’s living legally, obviously, in a foreign country, and I guess it gets back to letter of law, and 

following laws which is kind of related to a business ethic kind of thing.”  Not only did this 

utilize the conservative rationale of “Law and Order,” but it embedded the pursuit of self-interest 

in broader neoliberal beliefs, evidenced by Shane’s use of the “Fair market competition” and 

“Individual Responsibility” rationales.  Shane would like to keep the tax rate low, but he did not 

myopically focus on taxes.  Instead, he wanted to ensure that business operation, and thus market 

competition, “was above water,” or done fairly.  He applied these standards to undocumented 

workers and their immigration, placing the burden for legal status on the immigrant because it 

was something he claimed his family was able to do.  This legal status then fed into a “business 

ethic” which would ensure that undocumented workers would not unfairly compete for jobs, 

thereby protecting fair market competition by individualizing responsibility for fair market 

participation.   

Tyler, a low-income Republican who voted “Yes,” claimed to be motivated by self-interest 

and supplemented this rationale with conservative and neoliberal rationales.  Tyler said that his 

vote was motivated by a desire to see economic growth, thus employing the “Benefit Economy” 

rationale.  “My job is tied to society,” which he thought would be harmed by undocumented 

workers because “most of the money that the illegals earn is funneled back to Mexico, so it's not 

going to Americans, at all. So, I think that with less money around, well, it's not gonna be 

valuable to Americans.”  Notice that this problem essentially came down to individual 
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responsibility for market action.  For Tyler, “illegals” were making the decision to come to the 

US illegally and then “funnel” money back to Mexico.  He elaborated, explaining that his vote 

was motivated by “my desire that American society would remain American…[and] my desire 

that the people that do the work get paid for it. And that the America is an important country in 

the world view.”  Echoing Brown (2013), Tyler clearly used a racialized frame to elevate 

American culture and characterize Hispanic culture as a threat, thus employing the conservative 

“American Culture” rationale.  Furthermore, he used the neoliberal “Fair market competition” 

rationale to evaluate Proposition 202 (2008), stating that he was motivated by his desire that “the 

people that do the work get paid for it.”  This communicated Tyler’s desire to protect American 

wages from unfair market competition from “illegals,” which implied that Tyler saw 

undocumented workers’ participation in the labor market as giving them an unfair advantage in 

market competition due to their undocumented status, which then subsequently undercut wages 

for American citizens.   

Colin, a low-income Republican on disability, used the self-interested “Social Programs” 

rationale.  He admitted that part of his “Yes” vote was to preserve “my…social security…When 

illegals work, are they paying for taxes?”  However, he continued by employing the conservative 

rationale of “Law and Order.”  “We are a nation of laws. They say that our immigration laws are 

broken. No they're not, it's just not being followed. And that is what hurts the country, when you 

have laws and you got people that say ‘I don't like that law’, and there are laws I don’t like either 

but guess what, you bet you I'll follow…Illegal anything, it's breaking the law and they're hiring 

people that are breaking the law.”  Here, Colin also invoked the neoliberal “Individual 

Responsibility” rationale by placing the onus for “illegal hiring” on immigrants, who were 

“breaking the law.”  This made these immigrants immoral because they were not fulfilling their 
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responsibility to legally enter the country.  This logic then fed into the “Law and Order” rationale 

by implying that allowing one group to break the law would open the floodgates to widespread 

lawlessness, undermining an orderly and moral society.  Colin saw himself as a law-abiding 

citizen who deserved social services.  Using the neoliberal rationale of “Individual 

Responsibility” he was then able to paint undocumented workers as immoral and unfairly 

participating in the labor market, which justified his “Yes” vote.   Colin, like all of the low-

income respondents who used a predicted self-interested rationale to justify a “Yes” vote, 

supplemented his self-interested rationale with a combination of conservative and neoliberal 

rationales.   

Against Predicted Vote and Self-Interest Rationales for High-Income Respondents 

7/51 (14%) high-income respondents went against both vote and self-interest rationale 

predictions.   All seven of these respondents used neoliberal and conservative rationales in 

conjunction with their self-interest rationales.  One respondent used the “Jobs” rationale, three 

used the “Reduce taxes and fees” rationale, two used the “Benefit Economy” rationale, and one 

used both the “Reduce taxes and fees” and “Benefit Economy” rationales. 

First, Howard, a high-income Democrat, used the “Jobs” rationale as well as neoliberal 

and conservative rationales.  He first justified his vote by claiming that he was voting mainly for 

himself, “maybe hoping I’d get a job sooner.”  Howard quickly utilized the neoliberal 

“Individual Responsibility” rationale and conservative “Law and Order” rationale to make sense 

of the broader issue.  “We have all our laws and if there isn’t a law like this, then people don’t 

feel like they have to appreciate any law…I think we have immigration laws and I think that’s a 

good one…All laws should be protected and obeyed.”  Thus, Howard framed the maintenance of 

law and order as an issue of undocumented immigrants being responsible for following market 
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rules, and by extension traditions that upheld an orderly society where all citizens followed their 

moral duty to obey the law.  This echoed Colin’s logic that if one group did not act fairly and 

follow the law then no one would and society would erupt into chaos.   

Subsequently, three high-income respondents, two Republicans and one Democrat, 

employed the “Reduce taxes and fees” rationale in combination with neoliberal and conservative 

rationales.  Jack, a high-income Democrat, explained that he might benefit by voting “Yes” if it 

made “medical insurance cheaper for me down the line because we’re not taking care of illegals 

in the hospital that can’t pay.”  However, his rationales quickly evolved past this self-interested 

concern.  First, Jack used the “American Culture,” “American Jobs,” and “Law and Order” 

conservative rationales.  He then elaborated by using the neoliberal “Individual Responsibility” 

rationale by fully shifting responsibility for correct market participation onto immigrants.  “If 

you’re going to live here then you need to be able to speak the language of the U.S. which is 

English….You know if you want to speak Spanish, or Portuguese, or Somali, or whatever in 

your home, fine, teach your kid, that’s great, but teach them English.”  He expounded by 

explaining that his family would benefit from preventing foreign languages, Spanish in 

particular, from replacing English as the primary language in the US.  “If it’s my son or my 

grandchildren that don’t have to learn Spanish in order to be able to find a job because you have 

such a large population of undocumented people in this country that can’t speak English then, 

yeah, I benefit down the road.”  Notice that Jack subtly framed this issue as moral citizens being 

under attack.  The major cultural threat to his American offspring would be the number of 

undocumented immigrants speaking Spanish.  Jack justified voting “Yes” by appealing to this 

cultural threat, which he framed as stemming from undocumented immigrants shirking their 
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responsibility by not learning English and thus not appropriately participating in society or 

market activity.   

He continued to employ the “Individual Responsibility” rationale in use of the “American 

Jobs” and “Law and Order” rationales:    

I think that it’s fair to say that to some degree, jobs are being taken away from college kids, high 

school graduates, people who want a part time job, or people who have lost a job and they can’t 

find one now because it’s like, why do I want to hire you and pay minimum wage when I can 

hire an illegal an pay them half that under the table and not even have to pay taxes on it. Again, 

you’re, it’s illegal. You’re cheating people that legally belong here. 

 

Jack framed this problem as a breach of fairness in the labor market that resulted from 

undocumented workers entering the country illegally.  He saw these workers as “cheating” moral 

citizens who “legally belong here.”  Jack evaluated both the undocumented immigrants and their 

actions as “illegal.”  This judgment employed both the neoliberal rationales of “Fair market 

competition” and “Individual Responsibility” by reasoning that immigrants who avoided their 

individual responsibility to migrant legally then gained an unfair advantage in the labor market.  

Jack used these neoliberal rationales, combined conservative rationales, to judge undocumented 

worker participation in the labor market as unfair and thus justify his “Yes” vote. 

Against Predicted Vote and Self-Interest Rationales for Low-Income Respondents 

 1/7 (14%) low-income participants defied predictions for self-interested voter choice and 

rationales.  Nelson, a low-income Democrat, used the “Cheap Labor” rationale in conjunction 

with liberal rationales and a market fairness judgment.  He mentioned that he might benefit 

financially from voting “No” if one day “I owned a home, you know, I [could] have somebody 

that can do my…do my upkeep.”  However, like Jack, this rationale was essentially an aside.  

Nelson was primarily concerned with protecting undocumented workers due to their vulnerable 

socioeconomic status, as well as in preserving fairness in the labor market, thus using the 
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“Economic Oppression” and “Racial Equality” liberal rationales.  Nelson evaluated Proposition 

202 (2008) as “not fair, and…hateful…It’s hateful and it’s a form of discrimination. For the ones 

that are here trying to make a better life because that’s what this country is supposed to be. Come 

and make a better life.”  His evaluation of the fairness of this attempt to regulate the labor market 

was then based on his perception that it would have discriminatory ramifications and would 

therefore be an unfair way to regulate labor market participation.  This is an example of 

evaluating market fairness by trying to protect racial equality.  Furthermore, Nelson judged that 

undocumented workers deserved protection due to their difficult living conditions.  “They’re 

supporting their family back home. They don’t steal, they don’t rob, they just work; because 

[citizens] that [should]…want those positions won’t take those positions.”  Thus, Nelson 

evaluated undocumented workers as worthy of protection due to their economic vulnerability, as 

well as their contributions to the American economy.  In sum, Nelson’s reasoning combined a 

self-interest rationale with a negative evaluation of the measure’s market fairness combined with 

liberal rationales.    

Self-Interest Discussion 

 I found that across all respondents who used at least one self-interest rationale, there were 

no cases in which participants used only a self-interest rationale.  Most respondents who used a 

self-interest rationale voted in a way that was consistent with the predictions for their economic 

position and subsequently used predicted self-interest rationales to reason about their votes.  This 

supports the theories of scholars such as Downs (1957) that in some instances citizens vote out of 

self-interest.  This also reaffirms the findings of Sears and Funk (1991), as these participants 

often utilized self-interested rationales that corresponded to issues and stakes, or threats, that 

stemmed from their economic position.  The more interesting finding, however, is that for this 



72 
 

measure respondents always used rationales of self-interest with partisan most sacred value 

rationales, and almost always employed these rationales in conjunction with evaluations of 

market fairness.  Out of 18 respondents who voted “Yes” and employed a self-interested 

rationale, all 18 also used a conservative rationale and a neoliberal rationale.  Similarly, 6/7 

respondents who voted “No” utilized a self-interested rationale and a liberal rationale and 4/7 

used a liberal rationale and market fairness judgment.   

PARTISIAN AFFILIATION 

As previously stated, I predict Democratic voters will use the “Racial Equality,” “Civil 

Rights,” and “Economic Oppression” rationales to justify “No” votes.  Subsequently, I expect 

Republican voters to employ the “Law and Order,” “Social Programs,” “American Jobs,” 

“American Culture,” and “Safety” rationales to justify “Yes” votes.  As we can see in Table 5 

(below), “Racial Equality,” “Civil Rights,” and “Economic Oppression” rationales were all 

exclusively, or almost exclusively, used by Democrats.  The prediction for the co-occurrence of 

Democrat, liberal rationales, and “No” votes held for the “Racial Equality” and “Civil Rights” 

rationales.  This prediction did not quite hold for the “Economic Oppression” rationale, as there 

were 4/17 (24%) cases of Republican participant utterances of this rationale and 9/17 (53%) 

cases of this rationale being employed by “Yes” voters.  Interestingly, these predictions held 

even less for the confluence of Republican, conservative rationales, and “Yes” votes.  While a 

majority of each conservative rationale was used by Republicans, 4/5 conservative rationales 

were relatively evenly split in use between Democrats and Republicans.  There was a stark 

difference when it came to the employment of conservative rationales according to voter choice, 

as 107 out of 108 (99%) conservative rationale utterances were employed by “Yes” voters.  More 
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interestingly, and counter to the predictions of partisan voting theories, partisan affiliation did 

not consistently predict the use of conservative rationales or “Yes” votes.   

Table 5. Proposition 202 (2008): Respondent Utterances of Partisan Most Sacred Value 

Rationales by Partisan Affiliation 

 Republican Democrat 

Vote 

No 

Vote 

Yes 

Liberal Most Sacred Value: 

Racial Equality 1 15 14 2 

Liberal Most Sacred Value: Civil 

Rights 0 4 4 0 

Liberal Most Sacred Value: 

Economic Oppression 4 13 8 9 

Conservative Most Sacred Value: 

Law and Order 18 12 0 30 

Conservative Most Sacred Value: 

Social Programs 15 11 0 26 

Conservative Most Sacred Value: 

American Jobs 18 16 0 34 

Conservative Most Sacred Value: 

American Culture 7 2 0 9 

Conservative Most Sacred Value: 

Safety 6 3 1 8 

 

Predicted Vote and Partisan Most Sacred Value Rationales for Democrats 

 

 Out of 27 Democrats who voted “No,” 25 (93%) utilized a liberal rationale and there 

were nine (33%) cases of “liberal market fairness,” or instances in which a respondent uses a 

liberal rationale in conjunction with a judgment of market fairness and without neoliberal and/or 

conservative rationales.  Cases of “liberal market fairness” spanned economic position for 

Democrats, suggesting a liberal moral economy.   

Darren, a low-income Democrat, utilized the “Racial Equality” rationale.  He emphasized 

his perception of Proposition 202 (2008) as advancing a discriminatory agenda.  Darren begun 

by describing his voted as “against tyranny.”  He elaborated: 

This is like an extension of 1070 kind of in a way because this now gives us the right to check 

you out really good.  If you’re a certain color and can profile you that way. When I go into a job 
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they’re not gonna be like hmm, a white guy, ‘are you Canadian? Irishman? Is he British? Do you 

think, is he an illegal Australian?’ They’re not gonna do that and if they’re not gonna do that to 

me why should they do it to anyone else?  

 

 We can clearly see that his main concern in rejecting the ballot measure was his evaluation of 

the proposition as advancing discrimination.  His desire for racial equality, then, justified his 

“No” vote.  

Winston, a high-income Democrat, utilized the “Civil Rights” rationale, explaining his 

“No” vote as helping the “evolution of civil rights” by rejecting “this anti-immigration kind of 

emotion.”  This is key because in Winston’s mind, protecting civil rights was synonymous with 

rejecting an anti-immigration agenda.  This implies that Winston was trying to protect 

undocumented immigrants as a vulnerable targeted.  “[B]etween this and SB [10]70, you should 

be targeting employers versus the employees – but in general just I don’t support this, the origin 

of these kinds of ideas, this anti-immigration kind of emotion.”  Winston evaluated Proposition 

202 (2008) as undermining civil rights by targeting the powerless group—undocumented worker 

—instead of the powerful group—employers.  

Damon, another high-income Democrat, utilized the “Economic Oppression” rationale to 

justify his “No” vote: 

They have zero opportunities.  Who would travel thousands of miles from your family and home 

if there wasn't zero opportunity there?...I see this as people are just been dealt incredibly bad 

hand, desperate struggling to better themselves. And, so, you know, all this [anti-immigrant] 

stuff that I would characterize as old Arizona racist red neck crap kinda drives me crazy.  

 

Notice that Damon stressed that undocumented immigrants have “zero opportunities.”   

Given their perceived dire situation, undocumented workers merited protection.  This rationale 

was then used by Damon in order to reason that his “No” vote was an attempt to protect those in 

need from further economic vulnerability in the US.   
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Bill, another high-income Democrat, used the “Racial Equality,” “Civil Rights,” and 

“Economic Oppression” rationales.  First he conceptualized undocumented workers as “people 

that are desperate to survive and make money, and they can’t.”  Subsequently, Bill evaluated 

Proposition 202 (2008) as a regulatory measure that would prevent undocumented laborers from 

working, which “would hurt them.”  Given that Bill perceived these laborers as vulnerable and 

conceivably victims of oppression, he saw passing a measure that would discriminate against 

these workers as unjust.  Bill explained his vote as being motived by “a kinship with people who 

are unfortunate and who are discriminated against.”  Furthermore, Bill reacted strongly against 

what he perceived were elements of the measure that would violate racial equality and civil 

rights.  Bill evaluated the measure as “just designed to punish people.”  He continued:  

I think [voting “no”] was just preventing more mischief that’s being perpetrated on us by the 

current people in Phoenix [i.e. Republican lawmakers].  They want to limit Mexican Americans 

in terms of voting. They want to scare people; they want to scape goat them so that their base can 

stay powerful. I think there’s a certain amount of racism that’s involved in that…the legislators 

that are in Phoenix that are consistently using the immigrants as a foil for their own desires. 

 

Here Bill clearly reported trying to prevent the limitation of “Mexican Americans in terms of 

voting,” i.e. their civil rights.  He then concluded that proponents of this measure want to “scape 

goat” Hispanics, an agenda that he saw as involving “a certain amount of racism.”  This racism 

and scapegoating then entailed a broad discriminatory agenda against Hispanics which included 

violating and limiting their civil rights.     

 Furthermore, nine Democrats combined at least one liberal rationale with an assessment 

of market fairness without also using a neoliberal or conservative rationale—all of whom voted 

“No.”  This spanned economic position, as I observed this process in five high-income 

Democrats and four low-income Democrats.  Greg, a high-income Democrat described his “No” 

vote as motivated by a concern that the ballot measure: 
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was going to be unfair to the undocumented worker. Because that's why they're here, they are 

pursuing a better life style for themselves and their families and in a fact, that's how this country 

got stated. So it goes back to that founding father thing of you know, this is what Americans 

about. 

 

Greg used his concern for the economic oppression of undocumented workers to evaluate 

Proposition 202 (2008), which he perceived as limiting their access to the labor market, as unfair.  

From this perspective, fair access to the labor market depended upon economic need.  If there 

were people who were destitute and needed to access the labor market, the respondent reasoned 

that they should be allowed to access this market.     

Travis, a low-income Democrat, also assessed market fairness in conjunction with a 

liberal rationale.  He was concerned because he perceived Propositions 202 (2008) as “similar to 

[SB] 1070. I mean it’s just like what sort of metric are you going to go by for choosing people, 

say are you illegal or not…I mean and then [it] gets into…profiling.”  In evaluating this ballot 

measure and legitimating his vote, Travis was clearly concerned about racial discrimination.  He 

utilized this rationale to assess the fairness of this market regulation, ultimately concluding that it 

was unfair to specifically target Hispanics for labor market exclusion. “If you would have some 

legal way in determining if people were illegal immigrants or not then I think that that’s sort of 

system would be, it would be good because I mean it’s just the law. You shouldn’t be here 

illegally but I think it has too much potential to be abused.”  In response to a follow-up question, 

Travis confirmed that fairness was “the main thing that I’m going after.”  Thus, Travis reasoned 

that the measure should be rejected based on his judgment of its market fairness, which drew 

from his assessment that it had the potential to use racial discrimination as a metric for labor 

market closure.   
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Predicted Vote and Partisan Most Sacred Value Rationales for Republicans 

Out of 28 Republicans who voted “Yes,” 28 (100%) used at least one conservative 

rationale and 26 (93%) employed a neoliberal rationale to evaluate market fairness.  The “Law 

and Order,” “Social Programs,” “American Jobs,” “American Culture,” and “Safety” rationales 

were all employed by respondents across economic position, as well as the two neoliberal 

rationales of “Fair Market Competition” and “Individual Responsibility.”  One of these 

respondents used a market fairness judgment in conjunction with a conservative rationale 

without also employing a neoliberal market fairness rationale. 

Two respondents used conservative rationales without using neoliberal rationales.  

Sherman, a high-income Republican, voiced the “Law and Order” and “Safety” rationales along 

with a market fairness judgment.  Sherman explained:  

I believe in immigration – blah, blah, blah. But, we have to take care of our own. Nobody has a 

job. Why are we letting people come in…when we're not taking care of what we got here 

already?  And, by not securing our border, and I'll tell you, this is what I see is going to 

happen… If I was Iran, and it's a heck of a lot cheaper to buy a truck than it is a missile…So, 

once they get the bomb, and they probably will…they're going to drive it across in a truck across 

this porous border we got. 

 

Sherman began by judging market fairness in terms of in-group access to job opportunities.  Fair 

market participation, in these sense, stemmed from being a part of the group that belonged in the 

in the job market.  Notice that instead of shifting all of the responsibility for fair market 

participation to individual immigrants, he placed this responsibility with law-makers, who were 

irresponsibly “letting people come in” who did not belong.  From this perspective, the onus for 

fair market participation laid with the federal government, which was responsible for enforcing 

rules of fair market participation.  The respondent was then concerned with protecting a moral 

society by enforcing the rule of law by excluding foreigners and “[taking] care of our own.” 
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Sherman elaborated, drawing upon the “safety” rationale by construing the proposition as 

part of the border security apparatus.  He justified his “Yes” vote by using this conceptualization, 

evoking an imminent threat from an ominous nation.  In these terms, the problem of a “porous 

border” and “[taking] care of our own” started with policymakers regulating labor market 

participation and continued with larger issues of border security.  Sherman continued: 

We're a nation of laws not myth. Okay? And, if we got all these laws and right now 

Obama…[and] Congress [are] sitting there and looking down [their] nose at you wanting you to 

do this healthcare law, well they exempted themselves [from the law]. You know, I'm sorry, but 

the law's the law. If you don't like the law then change it, but everybody has to abide by it.  

 

In this account we can see that Sherman claimed that President Obama and his supporters in 

congress “exempted themselves” from the “law” when they passed and implemented the 

Affordable Care Act.  Sherman used this negative example from Democratic politicians to 

evaluate Proposition 202 (2008) and justify his “yes” vote as maintaining the rule of law and 

moral governance.  As Sherman summarized at the end of the interview, his vote “has everything 

to do with protecting our sovereignty, as a nation. That's what it's all about.”  By protecting 

American sovereignty via the rule of law and American security, Sherman was trying to protect 

law-abiding American citizens and “take care of our own.”  His ire, then, was directed at those 

he perceived to be threatening this sovereignty, and by extension moral societal order, by not 

protecting moral law-abiding citizens.   

Here it is important to understand that Sherman’s judgment of market fairness was 

distinct from the neoliberal fairness criteria because the respondent placed responsibility for 

maintaining a moral society, and by extension market fairness, with branches of the federal 

government: The Executive (“Obama”) and The Legislative (“Congress”).  Here, Sherman’s 

focus was not on placing responsibility for market fairness on individual market participants, but 

was on protecting a moral in-group (“our own”).  The responsibility for maintaining a moral 
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community and market fairness laid with the federal government, thus shifting blame to 

government bodies such as “congress,” instead of individual market participants.  Sherman was 

then able to blame Democratic politicians for the failures of the federal government to maintain a 

moral community by not protecting the rule of law, and by extension market fairness.  Notice, 

again, that the respondent was not blaming policymakers for failing to reregulate the market so 

as to maintain market fairness, which would have been a neoliberal perspective, but instead was 

blaming them for not upholding the basic responsibilities of protecting the border and the rule of 

law so as to maintain a moral community and protect “our own.” 

 Roland, a low-income Republican, explicitly used the “Social Programs” and “Law and 

Order” rationales in conjunction with the “Fair competition” and “Individual Responsibility” 

rationales:   

I mean, get these guys on food stamps, go to work. Don’t give the job to the illegal alien, 

because for one thing, they’re illegal here being here in the first place and they’re breaking the 

law…I don’t care if it’s washing dishes or cutting someone’s lawn. If you’re not licensed to 

work in this country and you’re breaking the law. Now, [when] we break the law, we go to jail. 

When these guys break the law they go home and they come back the next day. 

 

He then used the “American Culture” rationale by arguing that “it was unfair that people can 

come up, have anchor babies and get all the benefits and yet don’t have to do any of the work.”  

Subsequently, Roland continued to employ a combination of neoliberal rationales.  “I was voting 

more, you know, like when you have people coming in from outside that are going to work for 

less than the minimum wages of the country, that’s just tearing down America. ‘Oh, it’s just 

America, we can get everything we want for free and still make money and don’t have to do 

anything’.”  We saw the connection between “Individual Responsibility,” “Fair market 

competition,” and the conservative rationale of “Social Programs.”  For Roland, it was the 

undocumented worker’s responsibility to legally, and fairly, participate in the labor market.  By 
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avoiding this responsibility undocumented workers then drained taxes, sapped social programs, 

and unfairly competed for jobs.  Voting to exclude these workers served to protect and promote 

individual responsibility for market participation and moral order in society.  This is a case in 

which the conservative criterion for protecting a moral society—ensuring individual 

responsibility for fair market participation—was appropriated from neoliberalism, thereby 

creating a respondent-level fusion of these two philosophies for this issue and corresponding 

reasoning about market regulatory policy. 

Against Predicted Vote and Partisan Most Sacred Value Rationales for Democrats 

 

Out of 29 Democrats who voted “Yes,” three (10%) employed at least one neoliberal 

rationale without a conservative rationale, one (3%) used at least one conservative rationale 

without a neoliberal rationale, and 19 (66%) utilized at least one conservative rationale in 

conjunction with at least one neoliberal rationale.  First, three high-income Democrats who voted 

“Yes” used neoliberal rationales alone.   For example, Don, a high-income Democrat, utilized the 

neoliberal rationale of “Fair Competition.”  Don started out by describing the importance of 

following the law, but his concern was not with following the law in order to protect citizens or a 

moral society, but ensuring that employers followed laws in their employment practices to ensure 

fair market competition.  “I certainly think if it's illegal to hire illegal aliens that the law should 

be enforced…I believe if the law is such that you’re not supposed to hire illegal aliens, then you 

should enforce the law.”  This conviction that employers should obey labor laws quickly elicited 

a judgment of market fairness.  “I believe you should play by the rules…I believe that there’s a 

sense of fairness involved, that if there are rules, you should obey them.”  Don concluded by 

stating that “I do think there's a far bigger problem with immigration though. And this addresses 

just this tiny little part of it.”  In this context Don’s insistence that employers follow labor law 
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stems from a neoliberal rationale of “Fair market competition,” which he used to evaluate 

employers as gaining an unfair advantage in market competition by breaking labor laws to hire 

undocumented workers.  In the context of fair hiring practices, such an evaluation implies that 

voting “Yes” on Proposition 202 (2008) would be fair because it would level the playing field for 

individual employers and thus ensure fair market competition. 

Elbert, a high-income Democrat, only employed the conservative rationale of “Social 

Programs.”  He explained that “some benefits I did see though, why it did help, why I did vote 

‘yes,’ for the fines collected from it will be distributed to schools and hospitals, because working 

in schools and also seeing medical stuff around, there’s a huge financial burden that’s placed on 

those social groups that have to deal with everybody whether they’re here legally or not.”  Elbert 

continued.  “As a society we could kind of gain financial help to deal with some of the issues that 

happen as a result of illegal immigration…I’m kind of voting for schools and hospitals, I’m 

voting for the social groups that will benefit from some of the fines collected.”  Elbert clearly 

perceived “illegal immigration” as putting a strain on American social programs and elements of 

the welfare state, such as the public school system.  He reported voting to protect moral citizens 

who were following the law and paying into these systems, and by extension promote a moral 

society.  Elbert’s aim was to generate some revenue to counteract the perceived financial burden 

placed upon American social programs by “illegal immigration.” 

Most of the Democrats who voted “Yes” employed a mixture of conservative rationales 

and neoliberal rationales.  There were eight high-income Democrats and 11 low-income 

Democrats who did so.  David, a high-income Democrat, was extremely blunt.  “I mean, it's 

almost self-explanatory. If they're ‘illegal’ in the country, then they shouldn't be allowed to 

work.”  He described undocumented workers as “committing a crime” and the benefit of 
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excluding them as “a lot more income tax, and federal tax,” thus alluding to their threat to social 

programs.  Ultimately, protecting moral citizens came down to individual responsibility:   

I just don't believe that [undocumented workers] should have the right to take a job from 

someone who's done the right things along the way. Like, was here legally, or has done the 

process to become legal in the United States. They shouldn't be able to take that opportunity 

away from somebody else…[for] the same reason you don't get to walk out of a store by stealing 

something. You're committing a crime. So you shouldn't be rewarded for it. 

 

Thus, we saw David employ the “Fair market competition” and “Individual Responsibility” 

neoliberal rationales in conjunction with the conservative “Law and Order,” “American Jobs,” 

and “Social Programs.”  According to David, undocumented workers were stealing taxes and 

jobs from Americans, which came down to their violation of American law.  This violation, a 

shirking of individual responsibility to follow the law, then unfairly granted these workers access 

to American labor markets.  Undocumented worker avoidance of individual responsibility, which 

for David resulted in unfair market competition and the depletion of the tax base, provided ample 

ground for his evaluation of undocumented worker labor market participation as unfair.        

 Darrell, a low-income Democrat on disability, also drew upon a combination of 

conservative and neoliberal rationales.  He explained that “I think anyone who’s going to be 

working here needs to be legal.”  This judgment boiled down to the neoliberal rationales of 

“Individual Responsibility” and “Fair market competition.”  “I just felt that if you’re going to 

work here, do it legally, otherwise you’re taking jobs away from regular Americans.” For 

Darrell, the onus to obtain legal status was on the individual immigrant.  “I don’t have a problem 

with people coming from out of other countries, doing it legally, doing it a legal way.”  He gave 

an example in which he took the responsibility to obey labor laws: 

Early on in my life, when I graduated…I had a desire to go over to England and work for the 

BBC. And I looked into it, it would be like jumping through hoops to try to get a job there, 

‘cause they don’t favor people from other countries coming in and taking jobs away from Brits. 
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So, I looked into it, I could have tried to do it illegally, but it just wasn’t the right thing to do… 

Same thing in this situation…do it legally. 

 

From this perspective, the responsibility for legal immigration was wholly on the immigrant.  

This responsibility, then, formed the ground for a moral evaluation of market competition.  “My 

disability would not allow me to really work so they wouldn’t be taking jobs away from me 

necessarily, but I think personally our country, as far as a personal aspect, my patriotism says ‘I 

think it needs to be an American or someone that has a green card that is able, that’s done it 

legally, that’s able to work.’ I think everyone has the innate right to work wherever they are, but 

they need to do it by law.”  This interest is not partisan, but “American,” and came from his 

“patriotism.”  As a patriotic American who saw immigration as an individual responsibility, 

Darrell justified his vote in terms of maintaining fair access to and competition for jobs.  Those 

who avoided their individual responsibilities were immoral and thus, in Darrell’s eyes, did not 

deserve to participate in the job market due to their unfair competition in said market.  This was 

another case in which a respondent appropriated the neoliberal criteria for fair market 

participation as forming a set of traditions that needed to be protected in order to maintain a 

moral society.     

Against Predicted Vote and Partisan Most Sacred Value Rationales for Republicans 

 

Out of five Republicans who voted “Yes,” two (40%) employed at least one liberal rationale 

as well as a judgment of market fairness.  Arnold, a high-income Republican who voted “No” 

mobilized the liberal rationale “Economic Oppression.”  He justified his vote by framing 

Proposition 202 (2008) as a “human rights issue in terms of people should be able to try to find a 

better life if they think that they can somewhere else. We shouldn’t have arbitrary restriction 

stopping them from doing that.” He used this rationale to evaluate the fairness of Proposition 202 

(2008) as an attempt to exclude undocumented workers from the labor market.  “The larger 
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immigration system is very unfair. And so people who are either trying to seek work or hiring 

people are operating in that kind of unfair system.”  Arnold continued, arguing that “people 

shouldn’t have to live under any kind of gray market or gray kind of legal situation” and thus 

voting for Proposition 202 (2008) would reinforce the unfair immigration system.  Ultimately he 

explained that he would be motivated to vote “No” because of the “substantive unfairness” of the 

measure.  Once we piece together these rationales the picture becomes clear: for Arnold it was 

unfair to enact more laws that exclude undocumented workers from the labor market due to their 

economic need and vulnerability.  Arnold thus combined a liberal rationale with a judgment of 

market fairness, thereby exhibiting liberal market fairness. 

Partisanship Discussion 

 Across my respondents, I found that a majority of Republicans, 28/33 (85%), fit the 

partisan affiliation prediction by voting “Yes.”  Conversely, a minority of Democrats, 23/52 (44%), 

fit the partisan affiliation prediction by voting “No.”  Partisan most sacred value rationales, which 

correspond to partisan affiliation, tended to be consistently utilized by partisans who voted in the 

predicted direction.  There was also an important number of cases in which partisan voters used 

rationales from the opposing party to justify their vote in the opposite direction.  Ultimately, 

partisan most sacred value rationales were better predictors of voter choice than partisan affiliation. 

26/37 (70%) cases of liberal rationales corresponded with “No” votes, as opposed to the 23/52 

(44%) participants with a Democratic affiliation who voted “No.”  Furthermore, 107/108 (99%) 

of conservative rationales corresponded with “Yes” votes, as opposed to 28/33 (85%) participants 

with a Republican affiliation who voted “Yes.”  This suggests that voters, with at least some level 

of coherence, used partisan most sacred values to reason about their position on this ballot measure.  

This extends the heuristics and biases literature (e.g. Lau and Redlawsk 2006; Baldassarri 2012; 
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Brooks and Manza 2013; Lodge and Taber 2013) by demonstrating how partisan most sacred 

values (Haidt 2012) are employed in voter reasoning.   

DISCUSSION 

Supplementary Findings  

       My findings extended beyond self-interest and partisan most sacred value rationales.  I found 

that judgments of market fairness played a key role in participants’ evaluative processes, 

supplementing both self-interest and partisan most sacred value rationales.  As predicted by the 

moral economy literature, we saw the emergence of two different consensuses of market fairness.  

The first is relatively tenuous and concerned the co-occurrence of liberal rationales with judgments 

of market fairness without neoliberal and conservative rationales.  This constituted a moral 

economy because it involved the evaluation of market fairness across significant social divisions 

in my data, economic position and partisan affiliation.  This “liberal moral economy” was used 

across partisan affiliation (2 Republicans and 9 Democrats) as well as economic position (7 high-

income and 4 low-income).  This created what could be seen as a tenuous consensus about market 

fairness for “No” voters that was ultimately used by a minority of participants who voted against 

the ballot measure (11/28, 39%).  This supplements theories of voter economic reasoning by 

adding judgments of market fairness to the use of partisan most sacred values to assess economic 

policy, which is never explicitly predicted by partisan reasoning theories or by the literature on 

voter economic policy reasoning (Ansolabehere et al 2006; Haidt 2012; Brooks and Manza 2013).   

 More compelling, however, was the case for a neoliberal moral economy.  My data provide 

a very strong case for a neoliberal moral economy among my respondents as the two neoliberal 

rationales that I were simultaneously criteria for evaluating market fairness and were used by 

respondents across economic position (40 high-income and 38 low-income) and partisan affiliation 
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(41 Republican and 37 Democrat).  75 utterances of neoliberal rationales were used to justify “Yes” 

votes, while only three were used in conjunction with “No” votes.  These rationales did not 

consistently correspond to variation in partisan affiliation but did correspond with variation in 

voter choice.  Furthermore, they correspond with Democratic variation in voter choice, as 11 high-

income Democratic respondents and 11 low-income Democratic respondents who voted “Yes” 

also used neoliberal rationales.  Another surprising finding was the confluence of neoliberal 

rationales and conservative rationales, as 8/11 high-income Democrats who voted “Yes” used both 

neoliberal and conservative rationales.  This was also the case for 11/11 low-income Democrats 

who voted “Yes,” 15/16 high-income Republicans who voted “Yes,” and 11/12 low-income 

Republicans who voted “Yes.”   

From the review of literature on conservative partisanship and the neoliberal economic 

philosophy we know that these two sets of ideas are substantively and historically distinct.  We 

can also see this in cases where respondents used neoliberal rationales and not conservative 

rationales, and vice versa.  Furthermore, while conservative rationales were often paired with 

neoliberal rationales, serving to appropriate the neoliberal criteria for market fairness, we saw with 

Sherman that a uniquely conservative definition of market fairness emerged that did not draw upon 

neoliberal beliefs in the individualization of responsibility for market competition or reject unfair 

advantages in market competition.  Instead, this uniquely conservative form of market fairness 

took the form of an application of proportionality, or the idea that fairness is everyone “getting 

what they deserve,” through the lens upholding a moral society by “[taking] care of our own” and 

protecting the labor market by placing responsibility for this fair market participation with 

policymakers instead of solely on individual immigrants.  
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While scholars have written about the bipartisan nature of neoliberalism, my research reveals 

that in an American context of reasoning about undocumented laborer access to labor markets, 

voters with Democratic partisan affiliation utilized not only neoliberal rationales but also 

conservative rationales in their deviation from the predicted partisan stance and vote choice.  These 

findings (see Table 6 below) are suggestive of a broader neoliberal moral economy used by citizens 

to assess market policy, a more general fusion of neoliberal fairness beliefs with conservative most 

sacred values in the American context of evaluating immigration policy, and the proclivity of 

Democrats to adopt conservative most sacred values in conjunction with neoliberal beliefs in 

certain policy contexts.  This finding is also surprising because while this neoliberal and 

conservative rationale conjunction corresponded very strongly with voter choice, it did not 

correspond very strongly with variation in partisan affiliation, as 22/52 (42%) Democrats used 

neoliberal rationales in conjunction with “Yes” votes and 19/52 (37%) Democrats used neoliberal 

and conservative rationales to justify “Yes” votes.  The importance of this variation can be seen 

when compared to the 21/52 (40%) Democrats who used liberal rationales to justify “No” votes. 

These findings then suggest omitted variable bias and the need for research on structural variables 

that predict neoliberal attitudes, especially among Democratically affiliated voters.   
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Table 6. Proposition 202 (2008): Respondent Utterances of Market Fairness Rationales 

 Republican Democrat 

High 

Income 

Low 

Income 

Vote 

No 

Vote 

Yes 

Neoliberal beliefs: 

Fair market 

competition 21 16 18 19 1 36 

Neoliberal beliefs: 

Individual 

Responsibility 21 21 22 20 2 40 

Liberal market 

fairness 

operationalization: 

Liberal Rationale(s) 

+ Market Fairness ~ 

Neoliberal and 

Conservative 

Rationales 2 9 7 4 11 0 

Conservative market 

fairness 

operationalization: 

Conservative 

Rationale(s) + 

Market Fairness ~ 

Neoliberal and 

Liberal Rationales 1 0 1 0 0 1 

 

Conclusion  

My findings lend inconsistent support self-interest and partisan voting theories.  My 

research shows that self-interest rationales varied with voter choice and economic position, but 

were always coupled with partisan most sacred value and/or neoliberal rationales for this 

measure.  Furthermore, partisan affiliation did not consistently vary with partisan most sacred 

value rationales and voter choice.  Instead, I found that for voters across economic position and 

partisan affiliation, neoliberal rationales emerged and were frequently concurrently used with 

conservative rationales.   

There have been surveys of how neoliberal beliefs created by intellectuals transfer to 

political and bureaucratic fields or into economic policy and popular culture (Mudge 2008; 
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Amable 2011; Centeno and Cohen 2012).  However, there has yet to be a systematic analysis of 

how these beliefs correspond to policy reasoning for voters, how voters transform and utilize 

these beliefs in their reasoning about issue position, or the prevalence of folk iterations of these 

beliefs across partisan affiliation and economic position.  I found very strong evidence for a 

neoliberal moral economy and its conjunction with the conservative most sacred value in the 

American context regarding undocumented workers and labor market access.  This neoliberal 

moral economy highlights the importance of looking beyond partisan affiliation or economic 

position, and their intersection, to understanding neoliberal policy evaluation by voters.  These 

findings suggest omitted variable bias and the need to find structural variables that can explain 

variation in ballot measure voting and its confluence with neoliberal beliefs of market fairness.  

This calls for further research on popular cultural iterations of neoliberal beliefs (Centeno and 

Cohen 2012) and the emergence of what could be called the fourth “face” (Mudge 2008) of 

neoliberalism: popular culture.  

Finally, there did appear to be a pervasive retrospective bias in my data, as I am not 

aware of any cases in which respondents remembered or perceived this ballot measure as 

loosening the regulation of undocumented workers.  As mentioned earlier, this ballot was written 

so as to appear to advance regulation that “cracks down” on undocumented workers while 

actually easing the restrictions on businesses.  Media reports portrayed this ballot measure as 

deceptively “pro-business.” While this may be true to some extent, my respondents categorically 

accepted or rejected to measure based on the interpretation that it sought to increase the 

regulation of undocumented workers and the businesses that hire them.  This finding may be due 

to the political climate in Arizona.  SB 1070 was passed in 2010, two years after Proposition 202 

(2008).  Subsequently, many respondents seemed to demonstrate an availability bias with regards 
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to SB 1070 and other similar “get tough on immigration” legislation in their interpretations of 

Proposition 202 (2008).  Respondents may have also largely forgotten the political context in 

which Proposition 202 (2008) arose and thus introduced retrospective bias into their interviews.   

While this account may explain some of the interpretations of Proposition 202 (2008), it 

is difficult to believe that all of my respondents who claimed to remember voting had 

retrospective bias and is thus suggestive that some respondents were more swayed by the 

wording of ballot measures than media coverage.  Regardless, my data still show how voters 

reason about ballot measures and legitimate their electoral decisions.  The purpose here was to 

understand the broader patterns of political reasoning that individuals used to legitimate their 

position on market regulatory ballot measures, which then potentially correspond with 

automatically generated mechanisms for policy judgment and vote choice.  If respondents 

misinterpreted or misremembered this ballot measure in their interview then my data 

demonstrate either how they currently reason about undocumented worker regulation or how 

they reasoned about their measure given its misleading self-description on the ballot.    
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Empirical Chapter 2: Proposition 203 (2010) 

 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter continues my analysis of voter choice and reasoning via reported rationales 

for market regulatory ballot measures according to economic position and partisan affiliation.  

For this chapter I selected the “The Arizona Medical Marijuana Act,” Proposition 203 (2010), 

which sought to reregulate cannabis so that it may be accessed by citizens for medical use.  To 

analyze an achieved sample for this measure of 91 white male voters, I used the following two 

research questions: 1) How do economic position and partisan affiliation affect voter choice for 

Proposition 203 (2010)?  2) What rationales emerged for voter choice and how do these 

rationales vary according to economic position and partisan affiliation?   

   First, I provide background on the issue of regulating medical marijuana.  Second, I 

present a brief history and description of the context and details of Proposition 203 (2010), 

including its supporters and opponents, wording, and election results.  Third, I use voting 

theories of self-interest, partisanship, and economic reasoning to analyze the literature on 

medicinal cannabis in order to make predictions about voter choice and rationales according to 

variation in both economic position and partisan affiliation. Fourth, I use a mixed-methods 

approach for each independent variable by applying quantitative analysis to examine voter 

choice variation and qualitative analysis to investigate voter rationale variation.  In the 

conclusion I discuss the implications of these findings for partisan and self-interest voting 

theories as well as the implications for research on neoliberal and libertarian economic 

reasoning. 

The effects of economic position and partisan affiliation on voter choice were 

inconsistent across each variable, as my predictions tended to hold for Democrats and low-
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income respondents but not for Republicans or high-income respondents.  Subsequently, while 

economic position inconsistently predicted voter rationales, partisan affiliation was a consistent 

predictor of partisan most sacred value rationales.  Furthermore, a neoliberal rationale of 

“Individual Medical Responsibility” emerged that was often used in conjunction with both self-

interest and partisan most sacred value rationales.  Exclusively libertarian rationales concerning 

individual rights also emerged, but were seldom used.     

My results reveal that self-interest rationales corresponded with voter choice for low but 

not high-income respondents.  Regardless of economic position, self-interest rationales were 

always used in conjunction with partisan and/or neoliberal rationales.  Furthermore, I found that 

independent of partisan affiliation, partisan most sacred value rationales varied consistently with, 

and were the best predictor of, voter choice.  Finally, partisan affiliation consistently predicted 

partisan most sacred value rationale use and voter choice for Democratic respondents, but was an 

inconsistent predictor of partisan most sacred value rationale use and voter choice for Republican 

respondents.   

The neoliberal rationale was also a strong predictor of voter choice and was consistently 

coupled with liberal rationales.  This coupling occurred across partisan affiliation and economic 

position; however, there was also a substantial number of cases in which liberal rationales were 

used without the neoliberal rationale and vice versa.  The neoliberal rationale was widely used 

across partisan affiliation and economic position.  My findings support the perspective that 

popular neoliberal beliefs regarding health and medicalization are a distinct appropriation of 

libertarian reasoning about individual rights.  This contributes to the literature on popular 

libertarian and neoliberal health beliefs and attitudes, which is relatively sparse and has yet to 

investigate variation in these beliefs and attitudes across economic position or partisan 
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affiliation.  My respondents’ use of the neoliberal rationale across partisan affiliation and 

economic position suggests an omitted variable bias and the need for research on structural 

variables that predict the use of neoliberal beliefs in political reasoning. 

BACKGROUND 

 

Contestation over Marijuana as Medicine 

 

Marijuana has a long history of medical use and was first officially recognized by the 

American medical community in 1850.  The widespread usage and legitimacy of cannabis as 

medicine was challenged by federal anti-marijuana legislation in the 1930s.  This contestation, 

which ultimately resulted in federal prohibition of medical marijuana, was taken a step further by 

the Controlled Substance Act (1970), which classified marijuana as a Schedule I narcotic.  A key 

element of was categorization was that, according to the federal government, marijuana had no 

legitimate medical use, even under the supervision of a doctor (Gerber 2004; Marion 2014). 

The first significant challenge to this delegitimization of medical marijuana came from 

Robert Randall, who attempted to regain medical access to cannabis.  Randall started to grow 

marijuana for medicinal purposes in the early 1970s and by 1975 faced prosecution for his use 

and cultivation of the plant.  Randall fought these charges on the grounds of medical necessity.  

The case was eventually brought to the Supreme Court, which ruled in favor of Randall and 

subsequently established the “Compassionate Use” program through which severely ill patients 

could be provided government grown cannabis for medicinal use (Marion 2014: 32). 

In 1991, the H.W. Bush administration suspended the “Compassionate Use” program, 

reigniting the federal government’s opposition to medical marijuana.  This led to action at the 

state and municipal level.  The first ballot measure to legalize medical marijuana appeared and 

passed in San Francisco on November 5, 1991.  This spread to the state of California, which 
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passed a similar measure in 1996.  The Clinton administration reacted by cracking down on 

medical marijuana use and subsequently refused to reinstate the “Compassionate Use” program.  

States continued to resist the federal prohibition of medical marijuana, as from 1996-98 medical 

marijuana ballot measures appeared and were approved in California, Arizona, Alaska, Nevada, 

Oregon, Washington DC, Washington state, and Maine (Gerber 2004; Marion 2014).  

This pattern of resistance continued into the 2000s as more states passed measures 

legalizing medical marijuana.  This resulted in several important federal court rulings.  One of 

the most important cases was Conant v. Walters, in which the US 9th Circuit Court of Appeals 

ruled that a doctor’s medical license could not be revoked by the federal government for 

“recommending” a patient use marijuana medicinally, and was upheld by the Supreme Court in 

2003.  In December 2003 the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals issued another key ruling in which it 

decided that under certain circumstances patients could not face federal charges for medical 

marijuana use.  This ruling was ultimately overturned by the Supreme Court in Gonzalez v. 

Raich in 2005 (Marion 2014). 

Federal raids on medical marijuana dispensaries, which started during the Clinton 

administration, continued throughout the W. Bush era, as the federal government pushed back 

against state-level medical legalization.  The Obama administration then changed the federal 

stance as in 2009, as then Attorney General Eric Holder announced that the federal government 

would no longer raid medical marijuana dispensaries that were approved by state law.  This was 

followed by a memo from the Department of Justice in October 2009, which stated that patients 

who use medical marijuana should not be targeted by federal prosecutors (Marion 2014).  

The Significance of Medical Marijuana 
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This battle over the legalization of medical marijuana has important medical and social 

implications.  In countries such as the United Kingdom, Canada, and New Zealand, 

pharmaceutical companies have already begun to develop medications derived from cannabis.  

Federal legalization of medical cannabis would then allow American companies to follow suit 

(Rendon 2012: 36).  Socially, the battle of medical marijuana legalization stems from a larger 

process in which Americans are slowing beginning to legalize “victimless crimes.”  This is a 

gradual process, however, as many Americans are largely ambivalent about narcotics 

legalization (Dombrink and Hillyard 2007: 29-30).  More importantly, forms of legalization 

could decrease prosecution of non-violent marijuana users.  This is important in the face of a 

rapidly growing prison population, which is mostly due to Regan and Clinton era “Drug War” 

policies.  The enforcement of these policies often targets the poor, and especially low-income 

urban minorities (Garland 2001: 100; Wacquant 2009; Lee 2012: 191).  Legalization could, then, 

help reduce the prison population and subsequent targeting of these disadvantaged groups.  

Finally, this issue pits federal authority against states’ rights.  Such contestations often end in the 

United States Supreme Court and could signal an increased role of the Court in determining 

federal narcotics policy.   

THE BALLOT MEASURE 

The Case of Arizona 

Arizona’s attempts to legalize medical marijuana started with the approval of Proposition 

200 (1996), which legalized the prescription and medical use of all Schedule I narcotics.  This 

measure also decreased legal penalties for first time non-violent drug offenders.  This initiative 

was spearheaded by an ideologically-driven group of elites, most notably billionaire George 

Soros and John Sterling, founder of the for-profit University of Phoenix.  Sterling, who was 
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especially active, sought to medicalize narcotics so as to decrease the power of the “criminal 

justice-industrial complex,” which he saw as threatening civil liberties.  In order to garner further 

support, Sterling created the “Arizonans for Drug Policy Reform Board,” which received the 

support of high-profile conservatives such as Barry Goldwater (Gerber 2004: 95-7).   

The Clinton administration reacted by decrying the medical use of Schedule I narcotics 

and threatened to prosecute doctors who prescribed these substances.  Arizona Republican 

Senator Jon Kyl rejected the ballot measure and the Senate Judiciary Committee launched 

hearings that sought to minimize the impact narcotics legalization ballot measures, such as 

Arizona’s Proposition 200 (1996).  Federal pressure spurred the Arizona state government to 

react to Proposition 200’s (1996) passage by stripping it of most of its provisions.  Most 

crucially, the legislature passed a bill that required federal approval of medical marijuana use.  

Supporters of Arizona Proposition 200 (1996) countered by placing another initiative on the 

ballot in 1998 that sought to undo the legislatures amendments, which then passed (Marion 

2014).  However, due to the language in the 1996 measure that required doctors to “prescribe” 

Schedule I narcotics, the proposition never went into effect because of federal prohibition of 

Schedule I narcotics prescriptions (D’Andrea 2010).   

Proposition 203 (2010) 

Proposition 203 (2010) responded to the failure of the 1996 and 1998 measures by 

requiring doctors to “recommend” medical marijuana use, thus bypassing the threat of federal 

prosecution for physicians.  This proposition was led by the Arizona Medical Marijuana Policy 

Project, a branch of the Marijuana Policy Project, a national ideologically oriented lobbying 

group.  The measure received mixed coverage in the media, as it was endorsed by Arizona Star, a 



97 
 

newspaper that serves southern Arizona, and was opposed by Arizona Republic, the state’s 

largest newspaper.   

The measure was quickly politicized, as it was endorsed and opposed by partisan 

groups as well as politicians.  Along with the Marijuana Policy Project, the proposition 

received an official endorsement from the Pima County Democratic Party.  Conversely, it was 

opposed by Arizona Republican Senators Jon Kyl and John McCain, as well as Republican 

Maricopa County Sheriff Joe Arpaio. The measure was also opposed by the Arizona 

Department of Health Services and a number of drug-prevention organizations, such as Keep 

AZ Drug Free, Arizona Students Against Destructive Decisions, Arizona Addiction Treatment 

Program Inc., and the Yavapai County Methamphetamine Advisory Task Force (Lee 2012; 

Rendon 2012).  It was also opposed by the Arizona Chamber of Commerce and Industry. 

In total, Proposition 203 (2010) supporters raised $290,449, while its opponents raised a 

mere $26,492.  Major contributors among the measure’s supporters included individuals from a 

variety of private sectors, including real estate, steel, and retail.  Their donations totaled over 

$150,000.  Next, ideological groups, such as The Marijuana Policy Project and The Drug Policy 

Alliance, donated over $100,000.  The largest single donation, which was $100,000, came from a 

dubious source: “Heavy T and Little D,” a Colorado LLC that has no publically available records 

on its business practices. Major donations from opponents came largely from private individuals 

and totaled more than $10,000.  There were also a number of donations from individual 

businesses.  The largest was a $10,000 donation from the Arizona Cardinals NFL franchise.   

The following is the text of the measure that appeared on the ballot in 2010 and which I 

provided to participants as a prompt before I interviewed them about their vote choice:   

The Arizona Medical Marijuana Act protects terminally or seriously ill patients from state 

prosecution for using limited amounts of marijuana on their doctor's recommendation. 
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Qualifying patients who register with the Arizona Department of Health Services will obtain 

marijuana from nonprofit medical marijuana dispensaries regulated by ADHS. Private 

cultivation will be allowed by ADHS only when no dispensary is available. The Act is self-

funding and establishes safeguards: registration cards; fingerprinting of caregivers and 

dispensary personnel to exclude drug and violent felons; strict security, recordkeeping and 

oversight requirements; inspection of dispensaries; restrictions on number and location of 

dispensaries; and providing penalties. 

 

On November 2, 2010 this ballot measure passed with 50.13% of the vote.  A majority of 

my respondents also reported approving the measure; however, for my participants this was an 

overwhelming majority (85%, 77/91).  While the margin by which my respondents approved the 

measure is striking, it is not surprising that these results do not mirror the electoral results, as my 

sample was collected from 2013-2015 and was non-representative. 

PREDICTIONS 

Predictions for Economic Position and Partisan Affiliation Effect on Voter Choice 

According to self-interest voting theories, variation in economic position should 

correspond with variation in self-interest and subsequently voter choice.  Sears and Funk (1991) 

demonstrate that actors vote for short-term self-interest when they perceive the stakes to be high 

and the issues to be clear.  In the context of deviance scholarship, agents are understood as acting 

rationally when they think about engaging in deviance in terms of material gain and cost 

(Tepperman 2006: 15).  For Proposition 203 (2010), the issues should be clear and the stakes 

should be high for low-income voters, who should be more sensitive economic costs associated 

with enforcing drug laws due to their relative tendency to pursue short-term self-interest via 

voting behavior (Bartels 2005), as well as avoiding legal penalties for using medical marijuana.  

This is because since the 1980s the US government has spent massive amounts of money on 

ramping up the “war on drugs,” which especially targets the poor (e.g. Garland 2001: 196-7; 

Wacquant 2009).  Similarly, we would expect high-income respondents to share the concerns of 
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the Arizona Chamber of Commerce and Industry, which in 2010 urged citizens to vote against 

Proposition 203 (2010) due to concerns for workplace safety and employee responsibility.  High-

income respondents, who are more likely to own a small business or be in a management 

position, should vote “No” in order to protect themselves and their businesses from costs 

associated with employees who irresponsibly use medical marijuana.  These costs might come in 

the form of lost productivity or liability for irresponsible workplace behavior. 

According to partisan voting theories, variation in partisan affiliation should correspond 

with variation in partisanship, issue position, and by extension ballot measure choice.  In terms 

of partisan reasoning, Haidt (2012) finds that liberals’ “most sacred value [is] care for victims of 

oppression” (ibid: 345), and more broadly protecting “the rights of certain vulnerable groups” 

(ibid: 212), while conservatives’ “most sacred value” is preserving “the institutions and 

traditions that sustain a moral community” (ibid: 357).  For drug use and deviance, the liberal 

most sacred value should manifest as a concern for protecting vulnerable subsets of the 

population (Haidt 2012: 309).  Conversely, the conservative value should manifest as a concern 

for deviants setting a negative example for others by engaging in immoral behavior (Lakoff 

2002: 84-6) and thereby undermining “the institutions and traditions that sustain a moral 

community” (Haidt 2012: 306).  Concretely, this becomes a concern for “law and order” and 

protecting society, as has been documented in the literature on deviance (Garland 2001).  Thus, I 

expect Democrats to use the liberal most sacred value to legitimate “Yes” votes by reasoning that 

such a policy stance would protect vulnerable groups, such as patients and populations that are 

unevenly targeted by drug enforcement policies.  Similarly, I predict Republicans to use the 

conservative most sacred value to legitimate “No” votes by reasoning that this position would 
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help to stop crime, preserve “law and order,” and protect society from the dangers of marijuana, 

thereby preserving a “moral community.”    

Exceptions to self-interest and partisan voting stem from neoliberal and libertarian 

conceptions of health and medicalization.  While neoliberalism is primarily an economic 

philosophy, it has seeped into health and medicalization.  Since its adaptation from the academic 

realm in the 1980s, the goal of neoliberal policymakers, across party lines, has been to create, 

sustain, and foster market order by protecting and promoting “fair” individual competition 

(Foucault 2004; Amable 2011; Centeno and Cohen 2012).  Subsequently, a fundamental 

neoliberal belief is the “ethic of self-reliance” (Amable 2011: 6).  In this “ethic,” or “cultural 

trope of individual responsibility” (Wacquant 2009: 307), individuals are seen as “self-governing 

autonomous subjects” (Reich 2014: 4).  In the context of market competition, this means that 

individuals bear full responsibility for the “fairness” of market exchange.  Scholars in the 

healthcare literature have documented a further iteration of this “ethic.”  As healthcare becomes 

increasingly privatized the commercial prospects for medical care have proliferated.  These 

prospects depend on a neoliberal conception of the self as an autonomous consumer who is 

solely responsible for medical decisions (Pitts-Taylor 2010: 639; Reich 2014).   

This healthcare-specific iteration of the neoliberal ethic appropriates the libertarian most 

sacred value of protecting “individual liberty” in order to provide the “social conditions…that 

give people the freedom to pursue their own happiness” (Iyer, Koleva, Graham, Ditto, and Haidt 

2012: 2; also see Haidt, Graham, and Joseph 2009; Haidt 2012: 302).  Indeed, Harvey (2005) 

notes that neoliberalism “required both politically and economically the construction of a 

neoliberal market-based populist culture of differentiated consumerism and individual 

libertarianism” (ibid: 42, also see Diamond 2007).  This is because the application of 
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neoliberalism entailed “the liberty of consumer choice, not only with respect to particular 

products but also with respect to lifestyles, modes of expression, and a wide range of cultural 

practices” (ibid).  Thus, in the context of medicalization, we see that the prioritization of 

individual responsibility over government regulation and/or private medical practitioners in order 

to legitimize cannabis as a medicinal commodity constitutes a form of neoliberalism that has 

been documented in the healthcare literature.  An exclusively libertarian response, then, would 

be one that emphasizes rights and but recognizes the responsibility of private medical 

practitioners in managing medicinal cannabis use.   

Predictions for Voter Choice Rationale According to Economic Position and Partisan Affiliation  

 

In order to study voter reasoning I analyzed respondent justifications of vote choice.  In 

order to refine the operationalization of voter reasoning via justification, I use what I call a 

“rationale.”  I define a “rationale” as any subject-specific iteration of a broader justification or 

reported motive.  For this chapter, there were three genres of rationales: “iterations of self-

interest,” “iterations of partisan most sacred values,” and “iterations of economic philosophies.”  

Within “iterations of self-interest,” I operationalized theory and data-driven rationales that 

should be specific to each level of the “economic position” independent variable.  Within 

“iterations of partisan most sacred values,” I operationalized theory and data-driven rationales 

that should be specific to each level of the “partisan affiliation” independent variable.  Finally, 

within the “iterations of economic philosophies,” I operationalized a theory-driven rationales 

according to the literature on neoliberal and libertarian reasoning. 

Drawing upon the “self-interest” voting research and the rational choice line in the 

deviance literature, I classified any rationale in which the respondent reported voting to benefit 

himself materially as “self-interested,” either through the pursuit of material gain or the 
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avoidance of material penalties.  I used the literature on deviance, medicalization, and self-

interest to code for four such rationales: “Employee Safety,” “Lower Taxes,” “Benefit 

Economy,” and “Avoid Legal Penalties.”  I expect high-income respondents to use “Employee 

Safety” to justify “No” votes and low-income respondents to use “Lower Taxes,” “Benefit 

Economy,” and “Avoid Legal Penalties” to justify “Yes” votes.  I coded for “Employee Safety” 

when respondents reported voting to help themselves as employers, their businesses, or their 

employers avoid legal penalties or financial costs by ensuring employees or subordinates did not 

have access to medical marijuana, which could then lead to dangerous or costly workplace 

behavior.  I coded for “Lower Taxes” when respondents reported voting for their material benefit 

by attempting to lower taxes or government costs, which they perceived would result from 

decreased enforcement of anti-marijuana laws.  I coded for “Benefit Economy” when 

participants reported voting in order to benefit the economy in order to benefit themselves 

materially.  Finally, I coded for “Avoid Legal Penalties” when respondents reported voting in 

order to avoid material penalties, such as prison time, by legalizing medical marijuana.      

Based on the intersection of partisan most sacred values with the literature on deviance 

and medical marijuana, I selected two partisan most sacred value rationales for liberals and three 

for conservatives.  Republicans should use at least one conservative rationale to justify “No” 

votes and Democrats should use at least one liberal rationale to justify “Yes” votes.   The 

primary liberal most sacred value is “protecting the vulnerable,” which should manifest itself in a 

concern for helping patients as well as groups that are unequally targeted by the enforcement of 

drug laws.  I coded for “Help Patients” when respondents reported voting to help patients 

because of their medical needs.  I coded for “Help Oppressed” when respondents reported voting 

to help groups unequally targeted by the enforcement of anti-narcotics laws.  To qualify, the 
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respondent had to name a specific group he wanted to help, such as minorities or low-income 

citizens.  The primary conservative most sacred value is to protect “the institutions and traditions 

that sustain a moral community,” which in this context should manifest itself as a sense of moral 

duty to stop crime, maintain law and order, and prevent marijuana use because of the harm it 

could cause current or potential users.  I coded for “Stop Crime” when respondents reported 

voting in an attempt to stop crime.  I coded for “Law and Order” when respondents identified the 

prospect of legalizing marijuana, for medical use or more generally, as a threat to law and order.  

I coded for “Dangerous” when respondents categorized marijuana a dangerous to current or 

potential users, and thus voted in order to protect society from this danger.   

For “iterations of economic philosophies” I used the literature on the intersection of 

neoliberalism, libertarianism, deviance, and medicalization.  Neoliberalism stresses the 

importance of legal access, or rights, in which responsibility for use falls solely with the 

individual consumer.  I classified rationales as exclusively “Libertarian” when voters used a 

rationale of individual rights or liberty and did not individualize medical responsibility for the 

patient.  Two data-driven libertarian codes emerged: patient rights and civil rights.  I coded for 

“patient rights” when the respondent specified that all of those in medical need should have legal 

access to marijuana.  I then coded for “civil rights” when the respondent characterized marijuana 

as a substance that all citizens should have legal access to, regardless of medical need.  The 

important characteristic for the “rights” rationales is that the respondent establish some sort of 

criterion for determining legal access.    

For the neoliberal rationale I coded for “Individual Medical Responsibility.”  I applied this 

code when the respondent shifted responsibility for medical actions or decisions onto the 

individual user and reasoned that there should be legal access to marijuana.  I applied this code 
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under two conditions.  The first criterion was that the respondent must have employed “patient 

rights” or “civil rights” in conjunction with discussing these rights as having priority over doctor, 

government, drug company interference.  I applied the second criterion for “Individual Medical 

Responsibility” when respondents used “individual rights” or “patient rights” and avoided 

discussing the role of private medical practitioners or vendors as bearing responsibility for 

patient access and use.  This included descriptions of patients as having to “handle” or “cope 

with” pain, as well as having “medical need,” “access,” the “ability to alleviate pain” or engaging 

in “pain maintenance.”  This coding distinguished individualization of consumer responsibility 

as a neoliberal appropriation of libertarianism because it employed the libertarian value of 

“individual liberty” in order to establish consumer autonomy by simultaneously ignoring or 

rejecting responsibility for consumer use as resting with any other actor or institution.   

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS  

Research Question 1) How do economic position and partisan affiliation affect voter choice for 

Proposition 203 (2010)?  

 

As previously discussed, low-income respondents should vote “Yes” and high-income 

respondents should vote “No.”  Moreover, Republicans should vote “No” and Democrats should 

vote “Yes.”  As demonstrated in Table 7 (below), variation in voting behavior was inconsistent.  

Despite the predicted conflicting motivations, high-income Democrats unanimously voted 

“Yes.”  The implication is that there was no effect of economic position and a major effect of 

partisan affiliation on voter choice for these respondents.  For high-income Republicans, a slim 

majority (54.5%) voted “Yes.”  This implies that while partisan affiliation and economic position 

had an effect on some respondents, a majority defied predictions, suggesting that factors beyond 

partisan affiliation and economic position affected voter choice for a majority of this subset.  

Conversely, 95.2% of low-income Democrats voted “Yes,” which could be interpreted as 
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economic position and partisan affiliation either combining to create a strong effect or that either 

partisan affiliation or economic position individually had a strong effect.   Finally, 76.9% of low-

income Republicans voted “Yes,” suggesting that economic position had a stronger effect than 

partisan affiliation for a majority of this subset.   

Table 7.  Proposition 203 (2010): Predicted Vote by Economic Position/Partisan Affiliation 

Subset and Percentage “Yes” Vote for Sample Based on Self-Interest and Partisan Voting 

Theories 

Economic 

Position/Partisan 

Affiliation 

Predicted Vote Actual Vote 

(Majority) 

Respondent  

Prop 203 Yes 

Vote 

High-Income 

Democrats 

Conflicting 

Predictions 

Yes 35/35 (100%) 

High-Income 

Republicans 

No Yes 12/22 (54.5%) 

Low-Income 

Democrats 

Yes Yes 20/21 (95.2%) 

Low-Income 

Republicans 

Conflicting 

Predictions 

Yes 10/13 (76.9%) 

 

Economic Position 

 I used a Chi-Squared test to investigate the effect of economic position on voter choice 

because I have a nominal independent and dependent variable.  

Table 8.  Proposition 203 (2010): Cross Tabulation and Chi-Squared Test for Vote by Economic 

Position (n=91) 

 Vote Yes Vote No 

High-Income 47 10 

Low-Income 30 4 

Total 77 14 

 Calculated P>T 

Chi-Squared (1 df) 0.546 0.459 

*p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test)  

 

The effect of economic position on voter choice was not statistically significant at a 95% 

confidence interval (p<.05).  This means that for my non-random sample, the effect of economic 

position on voter choice was not discernable from chance.  Such a finding then failed to confirm 
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the self-interest voting theory predictions, which postulate that economic position has an effect 

on voter choice.  Furthermore, it is important to note that counter to the prediction that high-

income respondents would vote “No,” I found that a vast majority of them voted “Yes” (82.5%, 

47/57).   

Partisan Affiliation 

I used a Chi-Squared test to investigate the effect of partisan affiliation on voter choice 

because I have a nominal independent and dependent variable.  

Table 9.  Proposition 203 (2010): Cross Tabulation and Chi-Squared Test for Vote by Partisan 

Affiliation (n=91) 

 Vote Yes Vote No 

Democrat 55 1 

Republican 22 13 

Total 77 14 

 Calculated P>T 

Chi-Squared (1 df) 20.684*** <.00001*** 

*p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test)  

 

For my sample there was an extremely strong effect of partisan affiliation on respondent 

likelihood to vote “Yes,” which was significant at a level of p > .00001.  This means that 

Republicans were much more likely to disapprove of the measure than Democrats and that this 

effect was discernable from chance.  The significance of the Chi-Squared statistic for partisan 

affiliation provides some evidence that partisan affiliation has an effect on voter choice, which 

then affirms predictions from the partisan voting literature that Republicans should oppose the 

measure while Democrats should support it.  This effect was very convincing for Democrats, as 

an overwhelming majority (98.2%, 55/56) voted “Yes.”  The effect was, however, less 

convincing for Republicans, as a majority (62.8%, 22/35) also voted “Yes.”  The implication is 

that while partisan affiliation made respondents more likely or unlikely to vote “Yes,” it did not 

explain the vote choice of a majority of Republicans.   
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These findings call for further research on the structural variables that could affect voter 

choice for medical marijuana policy.  They also suggest that partisan affiliation is an inconsistent 

predictor of voter choice and that economic position is a poor predictor of voter choice for this 

ballot measure, and perhaps other ballot measures on medical marijuana.  Finally, neither of the 

Chi-Squared findings are generalizable as I did not randomly select my sample.    

QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 

 

Research Question 2) What rationales emerged for voter choice and how do these rationales 

vary according to economic position and partisan affiliation?   

 

Predicted and Observed Rationales 

 

Among 91 respondents, there were 223 different instances of rationale use.  I coded 

whole interviews for rationales, meaning coded rationales only record if a respondent uttered a 

rationale during an interview, not the number of times the rationale was used during the 

interview.  For this chapter, there were three genres of rationales: “iterations of self-interest,” 

“iterations of partisan most sacred values,” and “iterations of economic philosophies.”  There 

were 11 different observed types of rationales: “iterations of self-interest” (3), “iterations of 

partisan most sacred values” (5), and “iterations of economic philosophies” (3).  Respondents 

used on average 2.45 different rationales per interview.   

There were three rationales for “self-interest”: “Lower Taxes” (2), “Benefit Economy” 

(1), and “Avoid Legal Penalties” (12).  There were two rationales for the “liberal most sacred 

value”: “Help Patients” (55) and “Help Oppressed” (7).  There were three rationales for the 

“conservative most sacred value”: “Stop Crime” (12), “Law and Order” (14), and “Dangerous” 

(14).  Finally, for the “neoliberal self” there was one rationale: “Individual Medical 

Responsibility” (43), and for libertarianism I coded for “Patient Rights” (44) and “Civil Rights” 

(19).  
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ECONOMIC POSITION 

 

I expect high-income respondents to use the “Employee Safety” rationale to justify “No” 

votes.  I subsequently predict low-income respondents will use the “Lower Taxes,” “Benefit 

Economy,” and “Avoid Legal Penalties” rationales to justify “Yes” votes.  As seen in Table 10 

(below), no respondents used the predicted “Employee Safety” rationale, which then fails to 

confirm the high-income prediction.  Furthermore, the “Lower Taxes” rationale was split evenly 

between high and low-income respondents.  This rationale was exclusively used to justify “Yes” 

votes, thus partially confirming the low-income prediction.  Only one respondent used the 

“Benefit Economy” rationale.  In accordance with self-interest predictions, this respondent was 

low-income.  Finally, both high and low-income respondents used the “Avoid Legal Penalties” 

rationale exclusively to justify “Yes” votes.  While the raw number of utterances is evenly split 

between high (6) and low-income (6) respondents, the difference in the proportion of 

respondents by income lends some support to the self-interest prediction, as low-income 

respondents were more than 1.5 times more likely to use this rationale than high-income 

respondents (low-income: 17.6%, high-income: 10.5%).   

Table 10.  Proposition 203 (2010): Respondent Utterances of Self-Interest Rationales by 

Economic Position    

 

High 

Income 

Low 

Income 

Vote 

No 

Vote 

Yes 

Employee 

Safety 0 0 0 0 

Lower Taxes 1 1 0 2 

Benefit 

Economy 0 1 0 1 

Avoid Legal 

Penalties 6 6 0 12 
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Predicted Vote and Self-Interest Rationales for High-Income Respondents 

No respondents used the predicted rationale of “Employee Safety.”  This means that there 

were no respondents who followed the high-income prediction and used “Employee Safety” to 

justify a “No” vote.  This supplements the quantitative finding that economic position was not an 

important factor in explaining voter choice for affluent respondents.   

Predicted Vote and Self-Interest Rationales for Low-Income Respondents 

Conversely, 8/24 (33%) of low-income respondents who voted “Yes” used a self-interest 

rationale.  Surprisingly, only 2/8 (25%) used a rationale that voiced a desire for material gain.  

The rest of the respondents used the “Avoid Legal Penalties” rationale.  First, there was one low-

income respondent who used the “Lower Taxes” rationale to justify his “Yes” vote.  Tyler, a 

low-income Republican, agreed that he had something “to gain personally or financially” from 

his “Yes” vote.  “This is a victimless crime, and so they're throwing people in prison on this 

issue and that's costing me a lot of money.”  He continued, stating that a “Yes” vote “gave our 

state the ability to opt out the ‘Federal BS Drug War’ that costs people a ton of money and 

freedom and everything else.”  The key here is that Tyler saw the “Federal BS Drug War” as a 

direct financial cost to him, presumably via taxation.  In this context, his acknowledgement that 

he was voting to benefit himself, “personally or financially,” implied that he was voting at least 

partially out of a concern for his tax rate.  

 Beyond a passing mention of concern for taxes and presumably self-interest, Tyler 

conceptualized this issue as one of “personal freedom.” We can see that for Tyler, freedom and 

taxes were conjoined.  He explained his “Yes” vote as being motivated by a desire for “personal 

freedom, because a person should be allowed to do whatever the hell they want, if it doesn't 

affect another person. This is a victimless crime, and so they're throwing people in prison on this 
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issue and, that's costing me a lot of money.”  Tyler was an extreme case of “Individualized 

Medical Responsibility,” as he was so concerned with preserving and augmenting “personal 

freedom,” and by extension applying the “Civil Rights” rationale,” that medical decisions 

concerning marijuana use were seemingly assumed to fall under the umbrella of “personal 

freedom issues.”  He echoed this sentiment in his estimation that “society” had to gain 

“individual freedom, lack of criminality” by the measure passing.  Tyler’s desire to decriminalize 

marijuana then stemmed from his understanding of the use of this drug as falling under the 

responsibility of individual consumers.  From this perspective, the health risks associated with 

drug use are entirely the responsibility of the individual, who “should be allowed to do whatever 

the hell they want, if it doesn't affect another person.” 

 Next, one low-income respondent used the “Benefit Economy” rationale to justify his 

“Yes” vote.  Instead of using a neoliberal or libertarian rationale, Douglas, a low-income 

Republican, supplemented his self-interested rationale with the liberal rationale of “Help 

Patients.”  First, Douglas estimated that “20%” of his vote was to benefit himself.  He then 

explained that he would benefit from economic growth.  “One of the biggest things, I think, not 

even the fact that it helps people that are sick, is the economy. This has a chance to boost our 

economy tremendously, and it’s been shown in Colorado and Washington already that it can do 

that.”  Douglas was unclear on exactly how he saw economic growth benefitting himself, but he 

clearly identified economic growth as being in his self-interest and a motive for his vote.   

 More centrally, Douglas employed the liberal rationale of “Help Patients.”  First, he 

characterized marijuana as providing “a lot of personal and health effects.”  He elaborated that 

his vote was motivated “80%” by his desire to help “everyone else,” and primarily patients.  “I 

know there’s a lot of people out there that are suffering from different things like cancer and I 
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know there’s like a lot of athletes and older athletes like Karim Abdul-Jabbar, he has a 

subscription [sic] for marijuana because of severe back pain [because] other stuff hasn’t worked 

for him, so this is something that he does that works out really well.”  We saw that in Douglas’ 

eyes, patients take on the status of a vulnerable group.  His vote was then reportedly motivated 

by a desire to help those in need by legalizing a treatment that would relive their suffering.  It is 

this identification of a specific vulnerable subset of the population, along with the desire to help 

alleviate their suffering, which provided evidence of the “Help Patients” rationale.  This is an 

instance of “Help Patients” and not “Individualized Medical Responsibility” because the 

respondent did not specify responsibility for use, and instead merely referred to the positive 

“personal and health effects” of the substance.  This also does not qualify as “Patient Rights” 

because the respondent did not discuss the legal parameters for access to marijuana and merely 

justified some form of legal access.  This lack of specificity concerning the legal status of 

medical marijuana means that I could not code the respondent as reasoning about patient or civil 

rights in particular.   

Finally, six low-income respondents who used a self-interest rationale to justify a “Yes” 

vote employed the “Avoid Legal Penalties” rationale.  This rationale was used in conjunction 

with the “Individualized Medical Responsibility” rationale and the “Help Patients” rationale.  

Kristopher, a low-income Democrat, used the “Avoid Legal Penalties” rationale with the 

“Individualized Medical Responsibility” and “Help Patients” rationales.  He began by explaining 

his “Yes” vote as motivated by self-interest.  “I really liked marijuana at the time [of the 

election] and [the ballot measure passing] really helped me out…Before [the measure passed] I 

was using it recreationally. And then as soon as it [passed] I got my medical card and went that 

route.”  Kristopher clearly voted in order to establish a legal path, which would help him to avoid 
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potential criminal charges for recreational marijuana use.  He elaborated that he was only 

partially voting for himself because he also wanted to help “sick people that are in pain, that can't 

really go down the traditional route of getting medications that are prescribed by doctors.”  Thus, 

he employed the “Help Patients” and “Patient Rights” rationales.  Kristopher then used the 

“Individualized Medical Responsibility” rationale.  “I feel like everybody deserves to be free of 

pain in the world. And this is a certain factor. I feel like watching an epileptic child go through 

seizures and the only thing that's helping them is marijuana, then I definitely feel like granting 

marijuana to them should happen.”  Notice the lack of reference to medical authority or even the 

role of physicians.  For Kristopher, individuals deserved a certain quality of life that would be 

ensured by “granting marijuana to them.”  Thus, in order to pursue a pain-free life, which 

“everyone deserves,” individuals should have the legal right to use marijuana medically.  This 

focus on individuals, a state of health that they “deserve,” and their legal access to marijuana, all 

implied that responsibility for medical decisions, such a pain relief or epilepsy treatment, lies 

with the individual.     

Against Predicted Vote and Self-Interest Rationales for High-Income Respondents 

7/57 (12%) high-income respondents went against predictions for both voter choice and 

the self-interest rationale.   All seven of these respondents used the “Help Patients” rationale, 

“Help Oppressed” rationale, and/or the “Individualized Medical Responsibility” and “Patient 

Rights” rationales in concert with a self-interest rationale.  One respondent used the “Lower 

Taxes” rationale and six respondents used the “Avoid Legal Penalties” rationale.  Karl, a high-

income Republican, used the “Lower Taxes” rationale and simultaneously employed the “Help 

Patients” and “Patient Rights” rationales.  First, he explained that he would benefit because by 

adding revenue from medical marijuana taxation the government might lower income taxes.  “I 
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think that there's going to be people that are going to be smoking marijuana no matter what. So, 

this way, at least taxes can probably be collected on it. So, that would benefit me financially, in a 

way…it could potentially lower income taxes, if you're collecting taxes this way instead.”  He 

then elaborated by explicating his desire to help patients.  “[I was also voting] for the people that 

use it for the way it is intended, for pain or terminally ill patients.”  In his words, he was voting 

“more so for the benefit of being able to collect taxes, and then as a secondary thing, being able 

to help people.”  Once again, we see a direct concern for self-interest combined with the desire to 

provide medical relief to a suffering subset of the population and the establishment of a specific 

criterion for legal access to cannabis.  It is important to note that this did not qualify as 

“Individual Medical Responsibility” because Karl potentially implied the importance of the 

authority of private medical practitioners in determining the use of medical marijuana by 

focusing on patients using medicinal cannabis “the way it is intended.”   

Next, six high-income respondents used the “Avoid Legal Penalties” rationale.  Randy, a 

high-income Democrat, estimated that “five percent” of his vote was motivated by his desire to 

use medical marijuana and not face legal consequences.  “I guess it’s always a potential that I 

could develop some kind of a medical condition which could be alleviated by marijuana use.  So 

maybe I suppose there’s the potential for me to benefit.”  However, he quickly emphasized that 

“I am concerned about all people who can benefit from this stuff right now.”  He elaborated that 

he was voting for “those people who have medical benefits from medical marijuana, would get 

the benefit of being comforted.”  This demonstrated both a concern for patient rights and an 

individualization of medical responsibility.  Voting to help provide “medical benefits” for “all 

people who can benefit from this stuff right now” showed a concern for patients as a distinct 

subset of the population and a desire to help provide them with relief.  Furthermore, Randy’s 
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description of marijuana as a treatment that should be provided for “those people who have 

medical benefits from medical marijuana, would get the benefit of being comforted” implied 

individual patient control over, and thus responsibility for and access to, medicinal cannabis 

usage.  It is important to note that this description of patient care completely overlooked the role 

of private practitioners in regulating patient use.  The respondent only described medical 

marijuana as an option that could be used directly by patients, implying that patients were 

responsible for their use of this treatment.  Finally, Randy explained that he was voting to help 

people of color who, in his eyes, were unfairly targeted by strict anti-narcotics laws.  “Long term, 

the incarceration of young black males from marijuana possession is atrocious.  They are 

arrested far more frequently than more affluent white kids and are incarcerated for much longer 

time, so young people of color might benefit by being treated more fairly in the long run if we 

had a more sensible view of marijuana.”  Randy was clearly concerned about what he saw as a 

racial divide in the application of drug enforcement as well as in sentencing.  For Randy, this 

desire to help an oppressed group also served to justify his vote.     

 Ira, a high-income Republican, used the “Avoid Legal Penalties” rationale in conjunction 

with the “Help Patients,” “Patient Rights,” “Civil Rights,” and “Individualized Medical 

Responsibility” rationales.  He admitted that he wanted to use medical marijuana in a state where 

he would not face legal penalties.  “To be honest I guess I did see a little bit of a gain for me. I 

don’t smoke now but I always thought that when I got old I would like to smoke again.”  Ira 

continued, explaining that his main motivation was to expand “general freedoms.”   He then 

explained that “the freedom aspect” of medical marijuana access was “mixed in” with his desire 

to help patients.  “I do think it really helps with some medical stuff.  I know from experience that 

it helps with upset stomach. So when people are on cancer drugs or cancer treatment they can get 
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really sick and if anything it can help them feel better when they’re going through that.”  Like 

Randy, Ira expressed a concern for helping patients that drew upon an individualized conception 

of the medical responsibility and patient rights.  The use of medical marijuana was, for Ira, an 

issue of freedom.  He was concerned with helping those who had serious illnesses and needed 

the freedom, and thus responsibility, to use medical marijuana.  Once again, there was no 

reference to supervision by, or even the recommendation of, a doctor.  Instead, helping patients 

was conceptualized as “mixed in” with a concern for “general” freedom in the long run and 

patient freedom for this particular measure.   

Against Predicted Vote and Self-Interest Rationales for Low-Income Respondents 

No low-income respondents used a self-interest rationale to justify voting “No.” This 

finding reaffirms predictions for low-income respondents.   

Self-Interest Discussion 

As in Proposition 202 (2008), once again I found that every respondent who used a self-

interest rationale also used a rationale that was based on a partisan most sacred value and/or an 

economic philosophy.  This supplements rational choice voting theories (Downs 1957; Sears and 

Funk 1991) by suggesting a potential simultaneous use of self-interest, partisan most sacred 

values, and economic philosophies by voters.  Furthermore, 24% of low-income respondents 

voted in a way that confirmed economic position predictions and also used a predicted self-

interest rationale.  There were also no low-income respondents who voted against economic 

position predictions and used an unpredicted self-interest rationale, which suggests that 

economic position and self-interest may have played a role for some low-income respondents in 

determining voter choice.  However, we saw the inverse for high-income respondents.  There 

were no high-income respondents who voted as predicted according to economic position who 
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used a corresponding predicted self-interest rationale.  Moreover, 12% of high-income 

respondents voted against economic position predictions and also used an unpredicted self-

interest rationale.  This inconsistency in self-interest rationale use variation according to 

economic position contradicts the findings of a body of literature that suggests that economic 

position, and especially household income, shapes policy attitudes (Stonecash 2000; McCarthy, 

Rosenthal, and Poole 2006; Gelamn 2008; Prasad et al. 2009; Gelman, Kenworthy, and Su 2010; 

Weeden and Grusky 2012).  My findings then suggest the need for further research to investigate 

whether this inconsistency is limited to medical marijuana policy or if it extends to other 

economic or medical ballot measures.  It is important to note that the use of self-interest 

rationales may have been mitigated by social desirability bias due to the stigma of marijuana use.   

PARTISIAN AFFILIATION 

I expect Democratic voters to employ the “Help Patients” and “Help Oppressed” 

rationales to justify “Yes” votes.  Furthermore, I expect Republican respondents to use the “Stop 

Crime,” “Law and Order,” and “Dangerous” rationales to justify “No” votes.  As shown in Table 

11 (below), “Help Oppressed” was exclusively used by Democrats to justify “Yes” votes and a 

vast majority (75%, 42/56) of the “Help Patients” rationales were uttered by Democrats.  

Furthermore, this rationale was exclusively used to justify “Yes” votes.  As predicted, a 

substantial majority of “Stop Crime” (83.3%, 10/12), “Law and Order” (71.4%, 10/14), and 

“Dangerous” (92.8%, 13/14) rationales were used by Republicans.  They were also 

overwhelmingly or exclusively used to justify “No” votes (“Stop Crime”: 11/12, “Law and 

Order”: 10/14, and Dangerous 14/14).  Taken together, we see that use of these rationales tended 

to mirror my findings for the effects of partisan affiliation on voting, as most predicted rationales 

corresponded with predicted partisan affiliations and voter choice.   
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Table 11. Proposition 203 (2010): Respondent Utterances of Partisan most sacred value 

rationales by Partisan Affiliation 

 Democrat Republican 

Vote 

No 

Vote 

Yes 

Help Patients 42 14 0 56 

Help Oppressed 7 0 0 7 

Stop Crime 2 10 11 1 

Law and Order 4 10 10 4 

Dangerous 1 13 14 0 

 

Predicted Vote and Partisan Most Sacred Value Rationales for Democrats 

 

Out of 55 Democrats who voted “Yes,” 43 (78%) utilized a liberal rationale and 32 (58%) 

used a liberal rationale in conjunction with a neoliberal rationale and/or libertarian rationale.  42 

Democrats who voted “Yes” used the “Help Patients” rationale and seven Democrats who voted 

“Yes” used the “Help Oppressed” rationale.   Both of these rationales spanned income level.  

Recall that Douglas used the “Help Patients” rationale without also employing the “Patient 

Rights” rationale, establishing that these two rationales are distinct.  Next, Toby, a high-income 

Democrat, used only the “Help Patients” and “Patient Rights” rationales.  He described how he 

was concerned for patients as a vulnerable subgroup and wanted to use his vote to help provide 

them with medical aid via legal access.  First, Toby identified the medical benefits. “Pain is 

something you don't wanna go through. And nausea is something that you don't wanna go 

through.  [Marijuana will help with all of those problems because]…it's a miracle drug.  It's 

better than Aspirin.”  He then described his concern for patients as a vulnerable group that 

needed access to marijuana as medication.  “[I was voting] to make it legal, to make it available 

to patients…Everybody should have the freedom to let their doctor decide what's best for them.”  

This should be seen as an example a libertarian rationale being used without a neoliberal 

appropriation, as the respondent acknowledged the importance of individual rights to help a 
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vulnerable population but also reaffirmed the responsibility of private medical practitioners in 

overseeing the use of medicinal cannabis.    

Jon, a low-income Democrat, used the “Help Patients” rationale in conjunction with the 

neoliberal “Individual Medical Responsibility” rationale and libertarian “Patient Rights” 

rationale.  First, Jon used the “Help Patients” rationale by clearly explaining this as a motive for 

his vote.  For Jon, voting “Yes” “just seems like an imminently practical and logical thing to do. 

Provide drugs that are effective for medical needs, we aren't just talking about getting high for 

fun… if you can reduce the pain and suffering of people in society that's a good thing as far as 

I'm concerned.”  He concluded that “99%” of his vote was motivated by concern for the 

wellbeing of patients, thus providing evidence of the “Help Patients” rationale and using it as a 

criterion to establish legal access for those with medical need.  Jon then explained the use of 

medical marijuana as a responsibility of the individual patient.  “The risk is that people abuse the 

privilege of getting the medical marijuana and instead give it to their teenage kids. Typically 

with something like this it really becomes a matter of, you only use it if you need it.”  He then 

reasoned that “the people who were having trouble managing pain or nausea or the other things 

marijuana can help with, seizures, they would be positively affected.”  This language clearly 

communicated the “Individual Medical Responsibility” neoliberal rationale.  Access to medical 

marijuana was a “privilege” that created the danger of being abused by irresponsible patients 

who give medical marijuana to “their teenage kids” for recreational use.  From this perspective, 

it was the responsibility of patients to correctly use and control the distribution of medical 

marijuana.  For Jon, medicinal cannabis should be used for patients to manage pain and other 

medical conditions.  Notice once again the absence of any reference to medical authority.  This 

was not a case where doctors were in charge of monitoring patient condition management and 



119 
 

use, but instead where patients had sole responsibility to correctly use the “privilege” of legal 

access to medical marijuana.    

 Damon, a high-income Democrat, emphasized the “Protect Oppressed” rationale.  He 

explained that he was specifically concerned with the inequality in the criminal justice system 

due to income disparities.  The marijuana prohibition then contributed to low-income people 

being targeted and unfairly punished for the use or distribution of marijuana.  Damon reasoned 

that his vote would benefit: 

primarily the people who are incarcerated because of…just marijuana procession. I think you can 

look at those people and you won't find one person doing time from a well to do family in 

Scottsdale. I don't think you'll find one person from a well to do family in the Foothills.  You'll 

find low-income, low-social capital people and, you know, I just don't believe in that. Because 

there're plenty of people in that same time period who probably had more marijuana and used it 

more in fancy night clubs or whatever, [like] Scottsdale and the Foothills, and they're not gonna 

go to jail, ever, or prison. I mean to me it just makes much more social equity and justice. 

 

As we can see, Damon was clearly was concerned with alleviating problems of social inequality 

and injustice that were being faced by citizens with lower socioeconomic status.  His reasoning 

for legalizing medical marijuana centered on helping to undo some of the injustice faced by this 

class of people due to anti-drug laws. 

A number of respondents used the “Help Oppressed” rationale coupled with the “Help 

Patients” rationale and/or the “Individual Medical Responsibility” rationale.  Samuel, a high-

income Democrat, explained that “20%” of his vote was motivated by his desire to help 

Hispanics, who had been historically targeted by anti-marijuana laws.  “Marijuana became illegal 

as a way to suppress the Hispanic culture in the southwest.  And that was ridiculous.  And it was 

pushed through as a way to deport Hispanics workers that were here, some here and some in 

Texas and so on, when the economy went in the tank back in the 30’s.  So with this excess labor 

force, ‘What are we going to do with them? Oh, let’s make pot illegal and get rid of them.’  
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That’s my understanding of history on it.”  Samuel reported partially voting to help fight the 

suppression of “Hispanic culture,” which he believed was still happening because of restrictions 

on marijuana use.  Samuel then simultaneous used the “Help Patients,” “Patient Rights,” and 

“Individual Medical Responsibility” rationales, explaining that he was also motivated to vote 

“Yes” because he wanted “to enable people to use marijuana as medicine.”  He explained that 

this was driven by his belief that people have “the right do whatever you want without hurting 

anyone else.”  This was then channeled to help “cancer patients and patients on chemo” because 

marijuana “helps restore their appetite and makes them feel better.”  Samuel reiterated that this 

was an issue of “personal liberties.”  Thus, personal freedoms give patients the right to use a 

treatment that will help them, making medical marijuana use solely the responsibility of 

individual consumers.   

Predicted Vote and Partisan Most Sacred Value Rationales for Republicans 

Out of 13 Republicans who voted “No,” 13 (100%) utilized a conservative rationale.  Of 

the Republicans who voted “No” and used a predicted partisan most sacred value rationale, 10 

used the “Stop Crime” rationale, 10 used the “Law and Order” rationale, and 13 used the 

“Dangerous” rationale.   

Doug, a high-income Republican, used the “Dangerous” rationale alone.  He explained 

that the majority of his vote was motivated by his values, which were to protect people from the 

dangers of marijuana.  “I’m not in favor of anything that’s addictive. I don’t think for example 

smoking is a moral issue. But it’s not a good health issue. There was a time when people who 

were saying that were the church. But now it is well recognized clinically that it has serious 

issues. If you make the decision to smoke, I’m not going to condemn you. I also know that you 

are going to have consequences physically as a result of it.”  Notice that Doug conceptualized 
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marijuana use as a dangerous path, in that he believed that it was “addictive.”  This property then 

created a public health concern which could undermine a moral community, thereby justifying 

the continued prohibition of cannabis.  Thus, Doug reported using his vote to protect people from 

a path of addiction and health risks with physical “consequences.”  Also notice that this line of 

reasoning is diametrically opposed to the neoliberal individualization of medical responsibility.  

Instead of placing responsibility for medical marijuana use with the individual, Doug saw the 

health risks associated with cannabis use as a public health issue that was the government’s 

responsibility.  In this way, Doug was opposed to individual responsibility for the use of medical 

marijuana and instead advocated the continuation of collective legal action against cannabis use. 

 Troy, a high-income Republican, used the “Stop Crime” and “Dangerous” rationales in 

conjunction.  He explained that his vote was motivated by his belief that marijuana legalization is 

“a slippery slope.  Someone whose foot hurts everyday says that they need medical marijuana, 

somebody who may legitimately need it--I don’t even know what that means--but it becomes a 

grey area. I just think that it opens up the potential for where we are headed now, which is the 

legalization of marijuana in general.”  Troy continued, explaining that legalization was 

problematic because “it’s a drug that negatively affects the body. It alters the mind. Increases 

crime. It is influenced by my religious beliefs as well that you aren’t to put substance in your 

body that can harm it or damage it.”  Notice once again the use of a path metaphor.  Legalizing 

medical marijuana was a “slippery slope” that would result in legalization which would 

undermine a moral society.  Such an outcome was dangerous because Troy saw marijuana as a 

“drug that negatively affects the body.”  By continuing the prohibition of marijuana, he was also 

helping to stop crime because he saw marijuana use as “increase[ing] crime.”  Troy’s desire to 

prevent marijuana legalization in order to stop an increase in crime was a manifestation of the 
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conservative most sacred value of protecting and promoting a moral community.  Furthermore, 

his goal of preventing medical and recreational use drew upon the metaphor of preventing 

society from going on a path that would expose it to increased harm and moral corrosion.   

 Johnathan, a low-income Republican, used the “Law and Order,” “Stop Crime,” and 

“Dangerous” rationales.  He began by discussing marijuana as a risk to mental and physical 

health.  “It’s dangerous because it’s a gateway for drugs. It’s a hard narcotic, which is really bad 

for you. Really bad for you and it’s not really good for your health. Marijuana isn’t good for 

you.”  He continued, saying that he was voting for the “health of the country. The health of our 

youth.”  Once again, we see a respondent use the “path” metaphor in conjunction with a 

conceptualization of marijuana as medically dangerous.  Not only was marijuana bad because it 

jeopardized physical health, it was also a gateway drug that leads moral citizens off the correct 

path.  He then employed the “Law and Order” rationale, claiming that he was voting to keep it 

illegal because of “the fact that it is against the law…[it’s] illegal.”  This perspective employed a 

circular logic in which the law, and by extension public order, needed to be protected by 

preventing the legalization of illicit substances and practices, thereby maintaining legal 

boundaries that promote public order and a moral society.  Finally, Johnathan employed the 

“Stop Crime” and “Dangerous” rationales by claiming that he was also voting to keep people 

from “being hooked on drugs… It’s dangerous because it’s a gateway for drugs.”  By voting 

“No,” Johnathan was not only helping to preserve law and order and the health of the population, 

he was also attempting to stop the use of a dangerous and illicit drug that would undermine a 

moral community by leading formerly law-abiding citizens on a path of addiction to illicit 

narcotics.   
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Against Predicted Vote and Partisan Most Sacred Value Rationales for Democrats 

 Only one Democrat out of my entire sample voted “No” on this ballot measure.  This 

respondent employed the “Dangerous” rationale.  Alton, a low-income Democrat, explained that 

for him keeping marijuana illegal was a “moral issue.”  The respondent explicitly infused 

morality into the “path” metaphor.  “Marijuana is a drug that has, you know, negative effects and 

I think legalizing even for medical use, becomes a slippery slope.”  He explained that it was 

dangerous for user health because “studies show that even intermittent use of marijuana can 

cause neural-hormonal and architectural changes in the brain. It inhibits decision-making 

abilities.”  This was a “moral issue” because of the negative “physical effects” and effects on 

“decision-making ability.”  Alton then employed the “Stop Crime” rationale by explaining his 

“No” vote as an attempt to stop increased adolescent drug use.  “[Having] medical marijuana 

available would affect other uses, illegal use…it [would] obviously make it easier to acquire, or 

more prevalent, then that would affect the kids.”  While wanting to protect children provides 

evidence of a Democratic most sacred value rationale of protecting vulnerable populations, for 

Alton, keeping medical marijuana illegal extended beyond protecting children to defending a 

moral community.  From this perspective, marijuana was a dangerous substance that has 

negative physical and mental effects.  These effects are immoral and, for the sake of maintaining 

a moral community, thus justified the continued prohibition of marijuana. 

Against Predicted Vote and Partisan Most Sacred Value Rationales for Republicans 

Out of 22 Republicans who voted “Yes,” 14 (64%) used the “Help Patients” rationale, 

none used the “Help Oppressed” rationale, and 12 (55%) coupled the “Help Patients” rationale 

with the “Patient Rights” and “Individual Medical Responsibility” rationales.  Ronald, a low-

income Republican, utilized the “Help Patients” rationale alone.  He began by referring to his 
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personal experience.  “My mother died of cancer and we actually talked about it towards the end 

there, and she goes, ‘If I thought it would do any of you any good, I’d send you out to buy some 

pot.’ And, in the end, after she was gone, I said, if I had it to do over again, I’d be making 

brownies every day.”  He then expanded his reasoning to protecting all patients.  “There are a lot 

of seriously ill patients out there. There are people that are absolutely anti-drug and they would 

never smoke pot, but if you were to give them the cookies and brownies, they’d be happy with 

it…they don’t feel like they are really doing anything wrong and they feel better. You know? 

They just feel better…stop dancing around the subject when you could be helping people.”  

While Ronald spoke of medical marijuana use by individuals, he did not emphasize this as an 

issue of freedom or imply that as patients they were responsible for its management.  While he 

did speak of potential individual usage of medical marijuana, he did not specify or imply who 

would control access to or use of this treatment, or specific parameters for legal access.  Instead, 

Ronald clearly expressed his motivations for voting “Yes” in terms of “helping people” who 

were “seriously ill.”  This concern for a vulnerable subset of the population was then an 

expression of the liberal most sacred value.   

 Abraham, a high-income Republican, used the “Help Patients,” “Patient Rights,” and 

“Individual Medical Responsibility” rationales.  He began by clearly expressing his desire to 

help patients as a vulnerable subgroup.  “My goal was let’s take care of our own, take care of the 

people that aren’t feeling well.”  He continued: “If somebody is ill for whatever reason, chronic 

pain, cancer, it doesn’t make a difference, and there’s something out there that can make their 

lives better, you’ve got to be kidding me. Why aren’t we using it?...My take on legalizing drugs 

is…[that] this has nothing to do with recreational use whatsoever. This is for somebody that’s 

dying or somebody that’s in chronic pain.”  He then individualized responsibility for pain 
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management for terminally ill patients.  “If somebody is terminally ill, they’re gonna die. Who 

gives a shit what they want?  You want to snort cocaine?  Snort cocaine. You’re gonna die. You 

want heroine? I’ll heat it up for you. You’re dying.”  In this instance Abraham provided an 

extreme perspective on patient rights and individualized medical responsibility in which all 

substances with the potential for pain mitigation should be available as legal treatment options 

for the terminally ill.  He concluded his individualization by expressing skepticism for the 

medical system, dismissing medical marijuana opponents as continuing “to feed the western 

medical machine…The guy’s in pain. Why can’t we help him?”  In this context we can clearly 

see that Abraham was skeptical about the authority and role of the private practitioners and 

instead wanted to provide legal protection for those who need to manage pain, giving them full 

individual responsibility for their pain management decisions.  This combined liberal and 

neoliberal rationales by displaying an attempt to protect a vulnerable population by giving them 

liberty, and subsequently complete individual responsibility over their medicinal consumption.   

Partisanship Discussion 

 I found that a majority Democrats (98%, 55/56) fit the partisan affiliation prediction by 

voting “Yes.”  Meanwhile, a minority of Republicans (37%, 13/35) fit the partisan affiliation 

prediction by voting “No.”  Partisan reasoning, operationalized as partisan most sacred value 

rationales, was consistently used by respondents who voted in the predicted manner.  Out of 52 

Democrats who voted “Yes,” 42 (80%) used a predicted partisan most sacred value rationale, while 

13/13 Republicans who voted “No” used a predicted partisan most sacred value rationale.  

Moreover, liberal rationales edged out Democratic partisan affiliation as a better prediction of 

voter choice, as 57/77 (74%) “Yes” votes used a liberal rationale, while 55/77 (71%) “Yes” votes 

were Democrats.  Furthermore, 14/14 “No” votes used a conservative partisan rationale while 
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13/14 “No” votes were Republicans.  These findings suggest that voters used partisan most sacred 

value rationales to reason about ballot measures voting positions.  This contributes to the biases 

and heuristics research (e.g. Lau and Redlawsk 2006; Baldassarri 2012; Brooks and Manza 2013; 

Lodge and Taber 2013) by demonstrating that prior beliefs rooted in partisan moral narratives and 

values documented by Haidt (e.g. 2012) seem to have a role in voter reasoning. 

DISCUSSION  

Supplementary Findings  

46/91 (51%) of my respondents legitimated their vote by either appealing to the rights of 

patients or to civil rights.  Of these respondents, eight (17%) appealed to rights without placing 

responsibility for medical care or cannabis use solely on the patient.  This makes these cases 

examples of respondents the libertarian most sacred value of “Individual Liberty” in a way that 

was not appropriated by neoliberalism.  Of these respondents, 8/8 were Democrats, 7/8 were 

high-income, and all of them voted “Yes” (see Table 12 below).  It is important to note that 

every one of these cases also employed the liberal “Help Patients” rationale.  This shows that use 

of the libertarian most sacred value for this issue can be appropriated by liberal reasoning as well 

as neoliberal reasoning.  Recall Toby, a high-income Democrat, who used justified his vote by 

explaining that “Pain is something you don't wanna go through…[I was voting to] make it 

available to patients…Everybody should have the freedom to let their doctor decide what's best 

for them.”  Here we can clearly see a case in which the respondent wanted to protect a vulnerable 

group, those who suffer from chronic pain, by providing them with the right to use marijuana 

medically.  However, Toby did not place responsibility for medical marijuana use with an 

autonomous consumer, but instead emphasized the role of the medical establishment in 

determining patient options.  There were no instances of a libertarian rationale being employed 
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without either a neoliberal or liberal rationale; however, the libertarian rationale was ubiquitous 

for income level and partisan affiliation, but exclusively used to justify “Yes” votes (see table 13 

below). 

Table 12. Proposition 203 (2010): Libertarian Rationale Utterances across Economic Position, 

Partisan Affiliation, and Voter Choice without Neoliberal Rationale 

 

High 

Income 

Low 

Income Democrat Republican 

Vote 

No 

Vote 

Yes 

Patient and/or 

Civil Rights ~ 

Individual 

Responsibility 7 1 8 0 0 8 

 

Table 13. Proposition 203 (2010): Libertarian Rationale Utterances across Economic Position, 

Partisan Affiliation, and Voter Choice  

 

High 

Income 

Low 

Income Democrat Republican 

Vote 

No 

Vote 

Yes 

Patient Rights  35 9 32 12 0 44 

Civil Rights 11 8 10 9 0 19 

 

Conversely, 13/91 (14%) respondents used the neoliberal “Individual Medical 

Responsibility” rationale without any core political belief rationales and in conjunction with an 

appeal to individual rights.  Out of these respondents, 8/13 were high-income and 5/13 were low-

income.  David, a high-income Democrat, used the neoliberal “Individual Medical 

Responsibility” rationale alone, explaining that he was voting so that patients had “a right to 

choose alternatives to other medicines and treatments…[because] it’s important to have the right 

to choose.”  This speaks to the larger neoliberal theme of the rights and responsibilities of the 

individual as a consumer over the control of the government and/or medical establishment.  We 

see this clearly in the reasoning of Ben, a low-income Democrat who also used this rationale 

alone, and explained that he voted “Yes” because “people [have] the right to do on their own 

time what they [want]…It’s none of [the government’s] business what I do to myself.”  This 
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government interference was an “injustice [that] has been [imposed] upon society for decades 

now.”  We can see that this neoliberal rationale is distinct from the “Help Patients” rationale 

when it was framed as an issue of general personal freedom.  In these instances respondents did 

not emphasize their desire to provide relief to a vulnerable population, but instead increase 

personal freedom for everyone.  While many respondents wanted to grant the right to patients to 

choose medical marijuana as a way to provide relief to this vulnerable subset of the population, 

not all respondents did.  Once again, this is an example of the neoliberal appropriation of the 

libertarian most sacred value.   

 As we see in Table 14 (below), there is an almost even distribution of this neoliberal 

utterance across partisan affiliation (Republican: 18/35, 51%; Democrat: 26/56, 46%), which 

supports findings that neoliberal beliefs and attitudes transcend partisanship.  Neoliberal 

rationales were primarily coupled with liberal rationales, as 36/56 (64%) of “Help Patients” 

utterances were coupled with the neoliberal rationale.  5/7 (71%) of “Help Oppressed” utterances 

were also coupled with the neoliberal rationale.  This coupling corresponded with voter choice 

more consistently than partisan affiliation, as 36/36 of the liberal rationale and neoliberal 

rationale couplings were for “Yes” votes, while 25/36 (69%) were for Democrats and 11/36 

(31%) were for Republicans.  Furthermore, each of the conservative rationales was used in 

conjunction with the neoliberal rationale only once.  Finally, the use of this neoliberal rationale 

was a strong predictor of “Yes” votes, as all 43 cases were used to justify a “Yes” vote.   
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Table 14. Proposition 203 (2010): Neoliberal “Individual Medical Responsibility” Rationale 

Utterances across Economic Position, Partisan Affiliation, and Voter Choice 

 

High 

Income 

Low 

Income Democrat Republican 

Vote 

No 

Vote 

Yes 

Individual 

Medical 

Responsibility ~ 

Responsibility of 

Medical 

Establishment 29 14 26 17 0 43 

 

Conclusion 

 

My results offer inconsistent support of self-interest voting theories as well as of 

literature that suggests that self-interested voting should vary according economic position.  As 

with Proposition 202 (2008), my findings show that self-interested rationales were coupled with 

neoliberal and/or partisan most sacred value rationales.  Contrary to Proposition 202 (2008), I 

found that partisan most sacred value rationales did tend to vary according to partisan affiliation 

and voter choice.  It is important to note that self-interest rationale usage may have been 

mitigated by social desirability bias.  Furthermore, conservative rationales were not consistently 

coupled with the neoliberal rationale as was the case with Proposition 202 (2008).  Instead, for 

Proposition 203 (2010), liberal rationales were consistently used in conjunction with the 

neoliberal rationale. 

  In contrast to Proposition 202 (2008), partisan most sacred value rationales were better 

predictors of “Yes” votes than the neoliberal rationale.   While 56/77 (73%) “Yes” voters used a 

partisan most sacred value rationale, 53/77 (69%) utilized a libertarian rationale, and 44/77 

(57%) “Yes” voters used the neoliberal rationale.  As with Proposition 202 (2008), however, the 

neoliberal rationale was ubiquitous across economic position and partisan affiliation, suggesting 

an omitted variable bias and the need to find a structural variable that predicts the use of 

neoliberal rationales.  The libertarian rationales were similarly ubiquitous, also suggesting 
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omitted variable bias for libertarianism.  These findings confirm the partisan voting literature, 

research on the connection between partisan affiliation and issue position, and scholarship that 

suggests that popular neoliberal beliefs and attitudes span economic position and partisan 

affiliation.  Subsequently, they contribute to the literature on neoliberal health attitudes, which is 

relatively sparse and has yet to investigate variation in these attitudes across economic position 

or partisan affiliation.   
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Empirical Chapter 3: Proposition 201 (2008) 

 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter continues my analysis of voter choice and reasoning via reported rationales 

for market regulatory ballot measures according to economic position and partisan affiliation.  

For this analysis I selected the “Homeowners’ Bill of Rights,” Proposition 201 (2008), which 

sought to protect new home purchasers by extending new home warranties and increasing 

transparency in the relationship between new home vendors and financial institutions.  To 

analyze an achieved sample for this measure of 68 white male voters, I used the following two 

research questions: 1) How do economic position and partisan affiliation affect voter choice for 

Proposition 201 (2008)?  2) What rationales emerged for voter choice and how do these 

rationales vary according to economic position and partisan affiliation?   

   First, I provide background on the issue of consumer protection, especially as it pertains 

to homebuyers, and housing as a right.  Second, I present a brief history and description of the 

context and details of Proposition 201 (2008), including its supporters and opponents, wording, 

and election results.  Third, I apply self-interest and partisan voting theories to the literature on 

consumer protection and housing markets to predict voter choice and rationales according to 

variation in partisan affiliation and economic position. Fourth, I use a mixed-methods approach 

for each independent variable by applying quantitative analysis to examine vote choice variation 

and qualitative analysis to investigate voter rationale variation.  In the conclusion I discuss the 

implications of these findings for partisan and self-interest voting theories as well as the 

importance of moral economy and neoliberalism for understanding voter reasoning on this 

measure. 
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The effects of economic position and partisan affiliation on voter choice were 

inconsistent across each variable, as my predictions tended to hold for Democrats and high-

income respondents but not for Republicans or low-income respondents.  Subsequently, while 

economic position inconsistently predicted voter rationales, partisan affiliation was a more 

consistent predictor of partisan most sacred value rationales.  My results reveal that self-interest 

rationales corresponded with voter choice for high but not low-income respondents.  Regardless 

of economic position, self-interest rationales were used in conjunction with partisan most sacred 

value and/or neoliberal rationales in all but two cases.  Finally, I found that partisan most sacred 

value rationales varied consistently with voter choice and that liberal rationales were the best 

predictor of “Yes” votes.  Partisan affiliation consistently predicted use of the liberal rationale 

and voter choice for Democratic respondents, but was an inconsistent predictor of partisan most 

sacred value rationale use and voter choice for Republican respondents.   

Ultimately, there was a “moral economy,” or consensus about rules of market fairness, 

for “Yes” voters across partisan affiliation and economic position who combined market fairness 

judgments and liberal rationales to justify their votes.  While liberal rationales were the most 

consistent predictor of “Yes” votes, liberal market fairness was the second best predictor of 

“Yes” votes.  Surprisingly, I did not find a moral economy for “No” votes and market fairness 

judgments were not used by any of my respondents in conjunction with neoliberal or 

conservative rationales alone.  Furthermore, a neoliberal rationale of “Individualized 

Risk/Responsibility” emerged as the best predictor of “No” votes.  This neoliberal rationale was 

used across partisan affiliation and economic position, and was coupled with both conservative 

and liberal rationales.  Finally, I predicted that there would be an exclusively libertarian 
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rationale.  This rationale was only used by one respondent and did not correspond with predicted 

voter choice.  

BACKGROUND 

 

Consumer Protection Regulation  

 While consumer protection regulation has a long history in the United States, the 

foundation for contemporary legislation began with the New Deal and mushroomed in the post-

WWII era (Silbey 2009: 347).  This process accelerated in the 1960s, as social movements 

successfully pressured regulators and policymakers to implement extensive consumer 

protections, largely via federal agencies.  Subsequently, there was substantial backlash against 

these protections in the 1970s and 1980s (Vogel 1989; Carrigan and Coglianese 2011).  Part of 

this was instigated by influential public policy scholar Theodore Lowi’s The End of Liberalism 

(1969), which argued that congress had delegated too much regulatory control to federal 

bureaucracies.  This was important because it facilitated a shift in congressional consumer 

protection policy away from delegating responsibility to federal agencies and towards 

implementing specific regulations via legislation (Gormley 2007: 307).  

Consumer protection became increasingly politicized and by the 1990s most Republican 

lawmakers were firmly committed to repealing these regulations.  A key strategy in this process 

was to appoint conservative judges, who then dismantled consumer protection laws when they 

were challenged in court (Skrentny 2006: 228).  This largely began with the Reagan 

administration, which implemented a system in which “nominees to the federal courts were 

systematically screened for their partisan conformity with a less law, less rights agenda” (Silbey 

2009: 347).   
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Despite conservative pushback, social movements continued to achieve key legal 

protections by framing them as “rights.”  This framework of “legal protections as rights” has 

been successfully used by social movement organizations since the 1960s (Pedriana 2006; 

Amenta et al 2010).  The private sector has reacted by engaging in regulatory capture or 

spearheading consumer protection laws (Talesh 2009).  The influence of private interests and 

their success in shaping consumer protection regulation varies according to state, but often 

utilizes the social movement “rights” frame to implement consumer “protection” policy that in 

fact affords consumers less protection (Talesh 2014).   

Consumer Protection and Housing as a Right 

The American housing market in particular faces important gaps in consumer protection 

regulation.  Most notably, the financial deregulation of banks that began in the 1980s led to the 

rise of predatory lending practices and played a major role in the subprime mortgage crisis of 

2008 (Harvey 2005; Fligstein and Goldstein 2010).  Similarly, low-income renters face a 

dwindling supply of affordable housing, which is insufficiently addressed by federal policy (for a 

review see Desmond and Bell 2015: 18).  The result is that low-income homebuyers are more 

vulnerable to predatory lending and subsequent foreclosure (Pattillo 2013; Desmond and Bell 

2015; Dwyer and Lassus 2015; Zavisca and Gerber 2016).  Conversely, the supply of high 

quality homes that are affordable to affluent buyers has increased (Pattillo 2013).   

One response to these issues is the decommodification of housing by implementing 

conception of housing as a right.  Such language has been consistently used by the United 

Nations since the 1940s but has been avoided by the United States federal government.  

Nonetheless, there has been a great deal of local activism in the United States, often by social 
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movement organizations, that advocates for housing as a “right.”  Such activism centers on 

providing affordable housing for low-income tenants (Patillo 2013). 

Significance 

 The importance of consumer protection is clear although frequently taken for granted.  

One must look no further than the “Flint Water Crisis” to see the human cost of the failure to 

protect consumers or correctly implement consumer protection legislation.  Furthermore, the use 

and importance of the “rights” frame to implement legal protections has been thoroughly 

documented.  With the failure of the federal government to protect consumers in the housing 

market, the importance of local consumer protection legislation has grown in importance.  It 

would be crucial, then, that local efforts employ this “rights” frame to pass consumer protection 

legislation for housing.  

THE BALLOT MEASURE 

The Case of Arizona 

Arizona was a locus of the housing boom in the 1990s and 2000s.  Contemporary state-

level attempts to protect homebuyers manifested in legislation that sought to protect purchasers 

of new homes.  In 2002, the Arizona state legislature passed the “Purchaser Dwelling Act,” 

which implemented a system of arbitration through which homebuyers and manufacturers could 

settle disputes concerning defects in new homes and avoid litigation.  A major shortfall of this 

system was that this mediation period only lasted for 90 days after the purchase of a new home.  

It was in this context that Proposition 201 (2008) “Homeowners’ Bill of Rights” emerged.  First, 

we can see that the organizers utilized the “protection as right” framework.  Crucially, the 

measure only sought to amend the “Purchaser Dwelling Act” (2002) and thus did not attempt to 



136 
 

address subprime lending or the needs of low-income tenants.  Furthermore, this measure did not 

reframe housing as a right, but rather framed a set of protections for new homebuyers as rights. 

Spencer Kampps, a vice president of the Homebuilders Association of Central Arizona, 

claimed that Proposition 201 (2008) was spawned by unions trying to implement collective 

bargaining in the Arizona homebuilding industry.  According to Kampps, unions contacted his 

association, which refused to collaborate, and thus prompted labor interests to spearhead the 

proposition (Rice 2008).  Leading up to the election, the Homebuilders Association of Central 

Arizona filed two separate lawsuits that aimed to prevent the measure from appearing on the 

ballot.  Both of these lawsuits failed and Proposition 201 (2008) was allowed on the ballot 

(Ballotpedia.org).  Opponents argued that the measure would increase housing prices and 

litigation by eliminating the mediation period, while proponents argued that the measure would 

provide much needed protections by guaranteeing a 10-year warranty on all new homes and 

increasing transparency in the home selling process.  

Proposition 201 (2008) 

Proposition 201 (2008) was primarily the result of a conflict between homebuilders and 

unions.  Neither the Democratic nor Republican party took an official stance on the measure.  

Furthermore, Republican state senator Barbara Leff was the only politician to publicly take a 

position and officially opposed the proposition.  The measure was also opposed by libertarian 

and conservative online media sources (libertariansolution.com and sonorannews.com).  Pro-

business groups, such as WESTMARC and the Arizona Chamber of Commerce, also opposed 

the measure, while a pro-labor ideological group (Interfaith Worker Justice of Arizona) and a 

social justice group (Arizona Alliance for Retired Americans) supported the proposition.  The 

measure was primarily opposed by homebuilders and their associations (Homebuilders 
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Association of Central Arizona, Meritage Homes, Standard Pacific Homes, Toll Brothers Inc.) 

and supported by unions and pro-labor associations involved in homebuilding (Sheet Metal 

Workers’ International Association, Sheet Metal Workers Local 359, United Association of 

Plumbers and Pipefitters Local 469, AFL-CIO).  In terms of media coverage, the measure was 

officially opposed by the Arizona Daily Star, a newspaper that serves southern Arizona and has 

been owned by a media conglomerate since 2005. 

 In total, Proposition 201 (2008) supporters raised $604,598, while its opponents raised a 

staggering $3,498,487.  Major supporting contributors included trade unions, law firms, and 

transportation unions.  The highest supporting donor was the Sheet Metal Workers International 

Association, which donated close to $400,000.  Next were donors ranging from around $30,000 

to $2,500, and included a mixture of law firms, unions, and union associations.  The highest 

donation from a law firm came from Kasdan, Simonds, Riley, and Vaughan; a massive firm with 

offices across the southwest.  Notably, the Arizona State AFL-CIO donated $25,000.  Donations 

from opponents came mostly from homebuilding companies and associations, as well as real 

estate companies.  The Homebuilders Association of Central Arizona was the highest donor, 

contributing $2,528,806, and was assisted by the Southern Arizona Homebuilders Association 

($77,187).  Numerous home building companies donated from around $125,000 (Pulte Homes) 

to $15,000 (Toll Brothers).  Twelve different real estate companies donated to the opposition for 

a total of $239,149.  Finally, there were nine donations from law firms, totaling $74,700.  As we 

can see, law firms were largely split on the measure and donated to both sides.  We can also see 

from these donation records that this measure was primarily the result of a conflict between 

unions/union associations and private homebuilding and selling interests.   
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Below is the text of the measure that appeared on the ballot in the 2008 Arizona general 

election which I provided to participants before I interviewed them about their vote choice:   

HOMEOWNERS' BILL OF RIGHTS. Ten-year warranty on new homes. Right to demand 

correction of construction defects or compensation. Homeowners participate in selecting 

contractors to do repair work. They can sue if no agreement with the builder. No liability for 

builders' attorney and expert fees but homeowner can recover these costs. Homeowners can 

sometimes recover compensatory and consequential damages. Disclosure of builders' 

relationships with financial institutions. Model homes must reflect what is actually for sale. 

Right to cancel within 100 days and get back most of the deposit. Prohibiting sellers' agents from 

participating in false mortgage applications 

. 

On November 4, 2008 this ballot measure failed with 78% of the voters choosing to reject 

it.  Conversely, a vast majority (79.4%, 54/68) of my respondents reported that they approved or 

would have approved the measure.  The stark difference between my sample’s vote choice and 

the electorate’s vote choice is most likely due to the fact that I gathered my data from 2013-2015 

and that my sample was non-representative.   

PREDICTIONS 

Predictions Economic Position and Partisan Affiliation Effect on Voter Choice  

According to self-interest voting theories, variation in economic position should 

correspond with variation in self-interest and subsequently voter choice.  Sears and Funk (1991) 

demonstrate that actors vote for short-term self-interest when they perceive the stakes to be high 

and the issues to be clear.  In 2008, when this measure was on the ballot, low-income 

homebuyers were facing rising levels of foreclosure and were particularly vulnerable to being 

targeted by subprime mortgage lenders (for a summary see Pattillo 2013; Zavisca and Gerber 

2016).  Furthermore, there is a well-documented diminishing supply of affordable housing for 

low-income buyers and increasing supply for the affluent (for summaries see Pattillo 2013; 

Desmond and Bell 2015).  This dynamic was then amplified by the measure’s opposition, which 

very publicly claimed that the proposition would raise housing prices.  This would then seem to 
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create relatively high stakes and clearly define the issues the measure dealt with in a way that 

varied according to level of affluence.  Given this background, we would expect low-income 

voters to be motivated to reject the measure out of short-term self-interest in order to prevent an 

increase in housing prices.  Conversely, we would expect high-income respondents to approve 

the measure out of short-term self-interest in order to raise the price of their homes by supporting 

inflation in the housing market.   

According to partisan voting theories, variation in partisan affiliation should correspond 

with variation in partisanship, issue position, and by extension ballot measure choice.  In terms 

of partisan reasoning, Haidt (2012) finds that liberals’ “most sacred value [is] care for victims of 

oppression” (ibid: 345), and more broadly protecting “the rights of certain vulnerable groups” 

(ibid: 212), while conservatives’ “most sacred value” is preserving “the institutions and 

traditions that sustain a moral community” (ibid: 357).  For government regulation, Haidt (2012) 

explains that “liberals are most concerned about the rights of certain vulnerable groups…[while] 

[c]onservatives, in contrast, hold more traditional idea of liberty as the right to be left alone, as 

they often resent liberal programs that use government to infringe on their liberties in order to 

protect the groups that liberals care about most” (Haidt 2012: 212).  In the domain of economic 

regulation the conservative most sacred value overlaps with the libertarian exaltation of liberty 

(Iyer, Koleva, Graham, Ditto, and Haidt 2012: 15).  Using the government to protect certain 

vulnerable groups by limiting some individual liberties would thereby undermine a “tradition” 

(liberty) that supports a “moral community.”  Thus, liberals should be concerned with using 

government regulation of homebuying to protect vulnerable groups, such as homebuyers, who 

are often unable to thoroughly check the quality of all aspects of their prospective home, which 
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would then motivate liberals to vote “Yes.”  Conversely, conservatives should be concerned with 

protecting the liberty of those involved in the homebuying transaction and thereby vote “No.”   

 Self-interest and partisan voting theories do not make predictions about the effects of the 

intersection of economic position and partisan affiliation on voter choice.  In order to fill this 

gap, I turn to the moral economy literature.  A moral economy is a popular consensus about the 

rules of market fairness (e.g. Thompson 1971; Western and Rosenfeld 2011; Kissane 2012; 

Sachweh 2012).  Moral economy stands in opposition to exclusively rational choice models of 

action and instead argues that agents across levels of affluence use shared beliefs about fairness 

to evaluate market action (Svallfors 2006; Sachweh 2012).  Applied to consumer protection, 

moral economy would suggest that voters should draw upon their party’s moral narrative to 

make judgments about the fairness of market regulation, which I call “partisan market fairness.”   

Haidt (2012) finds that the conception of “fairness” as “proportionality,” or people 

getting “what they deserve,” spans partisanship (Haidt 2012: 212-3).  However, partisan values 

shape how and when proportionality is applied.  For example, liberals use proportionality in the 

defense of vulnerable groups while conservatives tend to use proportionality regardless of group 

vulnerability (ibid).  Applied to moral economy, we would predict that across economic position 

Democrats would vote “Yes” by making fairness judgments in conjunction with a concern for 

protecting vulnerable groups, in this case homebuyers.  Conversely, Republicans should vote 

“No” across economic position by making fairness judgments in conjunction with a concern for 

protecting everyone’s liberty in the homebuying transaction.  The prevalence of partisan fairness 

across economic position would then constitute a consensus.   

 Another perspective worth considering is discussed by Dwyer and Lassus (2015), who 

find that in the American housing market there has been an increasing shift of risk, and by 
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extension responsibility, for home ownership onto individual consumers.  We can make sense of 

this through the lens of neoliberalism.  Created by French intellectual Louis Rougier in 1938, 

“neoliberalism” is an extension of social Darwinism and as such prioritizes “fair” individual 

competition (e.g. Foucault 2004; Amable 2011).  While neoliberals see state intervention that 

“reregulates” markets in order to foster fair individual competition as necessary, the aim of such 

intervention is to shift risk, achievement, and responsibility away from groups, institutions, and 

collective processes onto individuals (e.g. Shamir 2008; Wacquant 2009; Amable 2011; Reich 

2014).11  In this light, we can see the “Great Risk Shift” (Hacker 2006), or the general transfer of 

risk and responsibility for market action onto individuals, as an application of neoliberalism.  In 

the housing market this manifests itself as a shift of risk and responsibility for homeownership 

onto individual consumers (Dwyer and Lassus 2015).  As applied to consumer protection 

regulation, we can expect a neoliberal opposition in the form of an emphasis on maintaining the 

fairness of market competition and placing responsibility for homebuying onto individual buyers.  

Scholars argue that neoliberalism permeates American culture and spans affluence and partisan 

affiliation (Amable 2011; Centeno and Cohen 2012), so we would expect to see a neoliberal 

consensus about market fairness, or moral economy, across economic position and partisan 

affiliation.  

Finally, the libertarian narrative sees government economic regulation as wasteful due to 

government inefficiency, which stems from the libertarian most sacred value of individual liberty 

(Iyer, Koleva, Graham, Ditto, and Haidt 2012).  This characteristic of libertarianism is distinct 

from the conservative most sacred value because of its relationship to morality.  For 

                                                           
11 This perspective is more historically accurate than the argument made by some scholars, who see “neoliberalism” 

in the housing market as simply a free market doctrine of privatization, thereby conflating it with economic 

liberalism (e.g. Rolnik 2013).   
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conservatives, economic liberty is moral because it is a tradition that sustains a moral 

community.  For libertarians, liberty is a moral goal in and of itself, and thus government 

regulation is fundamentally inferior because of its interference in individual freedom.  In the 

context of economic liberty, government inferiority takes the form of “inefficiency” for 

libertarians.  Given this belief about government regulation I expect libertarian reasoning to 

correspond with “No” votes.   

Predictions for Voter Choice Rationales According to Economic Position and Partisan 

Affiliation  

 

In order to study voter reasoning I analyze respondent justifications of vote choice.  To 

refine the operationalization of voter reasoning via justification, I use what I call a “rationale.”  I 

define a “rationale” as any subject-specific iteration of a broader justification or reported motive.  

For this analysis there are four genres of rationales: “iterations of self-interest,” “iterations of 

partisan most sacred values,” “iterations of economic philosophies,” and “iterations of market 

fairness.”  Within “iterations of self-interest,” I operationalized theory and data-driven rationales 

that should be specific to each level of the “economic position” independent variable.  Within 

“iterations of partisan most sacred values,” I operationalized theory and data-driven rationales 

that should be specific to each level of the “partisan affiliation” independent variable.  Within 

“iterations of economic philosophies,” I operationalized theory and data-driven rationales 

according to the literature on exclusively neoliberal and libertarian reasoning.  Finally, within 

“iterations of market fairness,” I expect to see three rationales: neoliberal market fairness beliefs, 

market fairness judgments paired with iterations of the conservative most sacred value, and 

market fairness judgments paired with iterations of the liberal most sacred value.        

I used the “self-interest” voting literature to code any rationale in which a respondent 

claimed to be voting to benefit himself materially as “self-interested.”  Drawing upon findings on 
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economic incentives for homebuyers and well as American housing market conditions, I coded 

for two short-term self-interested rationales: “Lower/Preserve Housing Prices” and “Increase 

Home Price.”  I expect low-income voters to use the “Lower/Preserve Housing Prices” rationale 

to justify “No” votes and high-income voters to use the “Increase Home Prices” rationale to 

justify “Yes” votes.  I coded for the “Lower/Preserve Housing Prices” rationale when 

respondents explicitly reported voting to lower or maintain housing prices for their own material 

gain.  I coded for “Increase Home Price” when respondents claimed that they voted in order to 

benefit materially by supporting a measure that they perceived would increase the value or price 

of the home that they currently owned.   

Additionally, two data-driven self-interested rationales emerged: “Help Respondent’s 

Business” and “Protect Investment.”  Given that high-income respondents are more likely to own 

homes and businesses, I expect high-income respondents to use both of these rationales.  I coded 

for “Help Respondent’s Business” respondents claimed to be voting to benefit themselves 

materially by protecting their business or increasing their customer base.  I coded for the “Protect 

Investment” rationale when respondents reported voting for their material gain by attempting to 

protect their investment in or value of their current home, or the home that they hoped they 

would be able to purchase in the future.   

Based on the partisan literature and its intersection with government regulation and 

consumer protection, I selected two partisan most sacred value rationales for liberals and two 

partisan most sacred value rationales for conservatives.  Republicans should use at least one 

conservative rationale to justify “No” votes and Democrats should use at least one liberal 

rationale to justify “Yes” votes.   The primary liberal most sacred value is “protecting the 

vulnerable,” which should manifest itself as a concern for protecting consumers in general, as 
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well as homebuyers/owners, from being taken advantage of or from material loss.  I coded for 

“Consumers in General” when respondents reported voting to protect all consumers from being 

taken advantage of or from material loss.  I coded for “Homebuyers/Owners” when respondents 

reported voting in order to protect homebuyers or home owners from being taken advantage of or 

from material loss.  Furthermore, four data driven rationales emerged for liberals.  I coded for 

“First Time Homebuyers” when respondents specified that first time homebuyers were 

particularly vulnerable in the homebuying process, so the respondent was voting to protect these 

buyers from being taken advantage of or from material loss.  I coded for “Middleclass” when 

respondents reported voting in order to protect middleclass homebuyers from being taken 

advantage of or from material loss.  I coded for “Working Class” when respondents reported 

voting in order to protect working class or low-income homebuyers from being taken advantage 

of or from material loss.  Finally, I coded for “Elderly” when respondents reported voting to 

protect elderly homebuyers from being taken advantage of or from material loss.  

The primary conservative most sacred value is to preserve the “traditions and 

institutions” that maintain a “moral community.”  In the case of consumer protection regulation, 

this should manifest itself as a concern for protecting the tradition of individual economic liberty, 

especially for home sellers and homebuyers.  I coded for “Homeowners/Buyers’ Liberty” when 

respondents reported voting to protect the “liberty” or “freedom” of those buying a home, or 

those who own a home, from government interference.  I coded for “Home Sellers’ Liberty” 

when respondents reported voting to protect the “liberty” or “freedom” of those selling homes 

from government interference.  This use of liberty overlaps with the libertarian most sacred 

value, and in this context reasoning using a belief in economic liberty is indistinguishable from 

libertarianism. 
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Economic philosophies applicable to this measure are neoliberalism and libertarianism.  

There are two primary neoliberal beliefs: fair competition and individual responsibility.  I created 

a code for each of these beliefs as they manifested in corresponding rationales.  First, given the 

focus on the individualization of risk and responsibility in the literature on housing, I coded for 

“Individualized Responsibility/Risk” (Dwyer and Lassus 2015).  This housing literature does not 

link individualized risk to judgments of market fairness, so I coded for individualized risk 

without coding for fairness (unlike Proposition 202).  I coded for “Individualized 

Responsibility/Risk” whenever the respondent reported that his vote was motivated by his 

perception that responsibility for buying a quality home, and/or the economic risk that comes 

with homeownership, lies solely with the individual consumer.  There is undoubtedly much 

overlap with the conservative/libertarian rationale of “Homeowner/Buyer’s Liberty,” as liberty 

often implies individual responsibility and risk for the consumer in the homebuying process.  

However, I did not code for “Individualized Responsibility/Risk” unless the respondent clearly 

reported a motive of individualizing responsibility and/or risk (similar to Proposition 203).  

Furthermore, I coded for “Individualized Responsibility/Risk,” and not “Homeowner/Buyer’s 

Liberty,” when the respondent focused on the consumer’s responsibility and assumption of risk 

for the quality of the home after it was purchased, rather than on the consumer’s responsibility 

during the act of homebuying.  Second, I coded “Neoliberal Fair Market Competition” when a 

respondent reported that he was voting “No” because he judged that government regulation 

would impede fair market competition.  Finally, government inefficiency is a distinctly 

libertarian belief.  I coded for the libertarian rationale “Government Inefficiency” when 

respondents reported that their vote was motivated by a belief that government spending or 

operation could improve its efficiency or was fundamentally inefficient.   
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I operationalized “moral economy” as the use of a criterion for evaluating market fairness 

across a major social division in my data (Svallfors 2006; Western and Rosenfeld 2011; Sachweh 

2012; Kissane 2012).  The two “major social divisions” in my data are the two dichotomous 

independent variables, economic position and partisan affiliation.  This means that respondents 

across both levels of an independent variable must use the same criterion for judging market 

fairness for there to be evidence of a moral economy.   

Furthermore, in order to best approximate “partisan market fairness,” I operationalized two 

different partisan iterations as combinations of different rationales.  The first, “liberal market 

fairness,” occurred when respondents used at least one liberal rationale, made an explicit 

judgment of market fairness, and did not reference the “Neoliberal Fair Market Competition” 

and/or conservative rationales.  The second, “conservative market fairness,” occurred when 

respondents used at least one conservative rationale, made an explicit judgment of market 

fairness, and did not reference the “Neoliberal Fair Market Competition” and/or liberal 

rationales.  I coded for “Neoliberal Fair Market Competition” even when used in conjunction 

with liberal and/or conservative rationales because according to the literature, neoliberalism is 

bipartisan (e.g. Amable 2011; Centeno and Cohen 2012).  I coded for a “market fairness 

judgment” when respondents provided an explicit evaluation of the fairness of the regulations 

proposed by Proposition 201 (2008), either by directly judging the regulations as fair/unfair or by 

justifying their vote by appealing to the fairness of market action that was taking place that the 

measure would regulate.  This means that I coded for a “market fairness judgment” when 

respondents used words that explicitly expressed judgment about the fairness of market action 

that would be regulated, such as “fair,” “unfair,” “right,” “wrong,” “ripped off,” “scammed,” 

“cheated,” “accountable,” “honest,” “dishonest,” “transparent,” or ”level playing field.”  
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    I expect to find three different moral economies: liberal, conservative, and neoliberal.  

There is evidence of a “liberal moral economy” when Democratic respondents across economic 

position use “liberal market fairness” in defense of a “Yes” vote and do not also use a 

conservative and/or neoliberal rationale.  There is evidence of a “conservative moral economy” 

when Republican respondents across economic position use “conservative market fairness” in 

defense of a “No” vote and do not also use a liberal and/or neoliberal rationale.  Finally, there is 

evidence of a “neoliberal moral economy” when respondents across economic position and 

partisan affiliation use the “Neoliberal Fair Market Competition” to justify a “No” vote.   

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS  

Research Question 1) How do economic position and partisan affiliation affect voter choice for 

Proposition 201 (2008)?  

 

High-income respondents should have voted “Yes” and low-income respondents should 

have voted “No.”  Furthermore, Democrats should have voted “Yes” and Republicans should 

have voted “No.”  The results for my respondents were inconsistent (see Table 15 below).  High-

income Democrats largely followed the predictions, with 21/26 (81.5%) voting “Yes.”  This 

implies that economic position and partisan affiliation had relatively consistent effects for this 

group.  For high-income Republicans, 9/16 (56.3%) voted “Yes,” implying that when pitted 

against each other, economic position had a slightly stronger effect than partisan affiliation.  

Conversely, 16/17 (94.1%) low-income Democrats voted “Yes,” suggesting that for this subset 

partisan affiliation had a much stronger effect than economic position.  Finally, 8/9 (88.9%) low-

income Republicans voted “Yes,” which suggests that neither partisan affiliation nor economic 

position had an effect for the majority of these respondents.   
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Table 15.  Proposition 201 (2008): Predicted Vote by Economic Position/Partisan Affiliation 

Subset and Percentage “Yes” Vote for Sample Based on Self-Interest and Partisan Voting 

Theories 

Economic 

Position/Partisan 

Affiliation 

Predicted Vote Actual Vote 

(Majority) 

Respondent  

Prop 201 Yes 

Vote 

High-Income 

Democrats 

Yes Yes 21/26 (81.5%) 

High-Income 

Republicans 

Conflicting 

Predictions 

Yes 9/16 (56.3%) 

Low-Income 

Democrats 

Conflicting 

Predictions 

Yes 16/17 (94.1%) 

Low-Income 

Republicans 

No Yes 8/9 (88.9%) 

 

Economic Position 

 In order to investigate the effects of economic position on voter choice I used a Chi-

Squared test.  This is because both the independent and dependent variables are nominal.  

Table 16.  Proposition 201 (2008): Cross Tabulation and Chi-Squared Test for Vote by 

Economic Position (n=68) 

 Vote Yes Vote No 

High-Income 30 12 

Low-Income 24 2 

Total 54 14 

 Calculated P>T 

Chi-Squared (1 DF) 4.2819* 0.0385* 

*p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test)  

 

As we can see, the effect for economic position was statistically significant at a 95% confidence 

interval.  This means that for my non-randomly selected sample, economic position had a 

statistically significant effect on the likelihood that a respondent would vote “Yes,” with low-
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income respondents having a higher likelihood than high-income respondents.  This effect 

actually ran counter to my predictions about the relationship between economic position and 

voter choice. Such a result suggests that there may be a self-interested motive not covered by the 

literature on short-term self-interest for low-income respondents, or that low-income participants 

were responding to concerns for long-term self-interest.  It is important to note that these 

statistical results are not generalizable.   

Partisan Affiliation 

To analyze the effects of partisan affiliation on voter choice I utilized a Chi-Squared test.  

This is because both the independent and dependent variables are nominal.  

Table 17.  Proposition 201 (2008): Cross Tabulation and Chi-Squared Test for Vote by Partisan 

Affiliation (n=68) 

 Vote Yes Vote No 

Democrat 37 6 

Republican 17 8 

Total 54 14 

 Calculated P>T 

Chi-Squared (1 DF) 3.1491 0.07597 

*p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test)  

 

As we can see, the effect for partisan affiliation was not statistically significant at a 95% 

confidence interval.  This means that for my non-randomly selected sample, partisan affiliation 

did not have a statistically significant effect on the likelihood that a respondent would vote “Yes” 

based on their partisan affiliation.  In accordance with the predictions for liberals, Democrats 

were very likely to vote “Yes” (37/43, 86%).  Conversely, counter to predictions for 

conservatives, Republicans were also fairly likely to vote “Yes” (17/25, 68%).  This suggests 
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that perhaps some other variable, such as economic position, caused more Republicans to 

override or ignore their partisan affiliation and vote “Yes 

QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 

 

Research Question 2) What rationales emerged for voter choice and how do these rationales 

vary according to economic position and partisan affiliation?   

 

Predicted and Observed Rationales 

 

Among 68 respondents, there were 169 different instances of the use of a rationale.  I 

coded entire cases for rationales, which means that my coding only recorded if a respondent 

uttered a rationale, not how many times he referenced that rationale during the interview.  There 

was a total of four genres of rationales: “iterations of self-interest,” “iterations of partisan most 

sacred values,” “iterations of economic philosophies,” and “iterations of market fairness.” 

Subsequently there were 15 different observed types of rationales: “iterations of self-interest” 

(4), “iterations of partisan most sacred values” (8), “iterations of economic philosophies” (2), and 

“iterations of market fairness” (1).  Respondents utilized an average of 2.49 different rationales 

per interview.   

There were four rationales for “self-interest”: Lower/Preserve Housing Prices (1), Protect 

Investment (22), Help Respondent’s Business (5), and Increase Home Price (2).  For the “liberal 

most sacred value” there were six rationales: Consumers in General (16), Homebuyers/Owners 

(44), First Time Homebuyers (7), Middleclass (4), Working Class (4), and the Elderly (2).  For 

the “conservative most sacred value” (which overlapped with libertarian beliefs) there were two 

rationales: Homeowners/Buyers’ Liberty (6) and Home Sellers’ Liberty (5).  For neoliberal 

beliefs there was one observed rationale: Individualized Responsibility/Risk (10); and for 

exclusively libertarian beliefs there was one rationale: “Government Inefficiency” (1).  There 
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were no observed instances of “Neoliberal Fair Market Competition.”  Finally, for “market 

fairness” I only observed instances of the liberal market fairness rationale (40).12     

ECONOMIC POSITION 

 

According to my predictions, high-income voters should use the “Protect Investment,” 

“Help Respondent’s Business,” and “Increase Home Price” rationales to justify “Yes” votes.  

Subsequently, I expect low-income voters to use the “Lower/Preserve Housing Prices” rationale 

to justify “No” votes.  As we can see in Table 18 (below), the “Protect Investment” and 

“Increase Home Price” rationales were exclusively used to justify “Yes” votes, thus confirming 

the prediction about the relationship between these two self-interested rationales and voter 

choice.  Furthermore, the predicted relationship between self-interest rationale use, economic 

position, and voter choice was confirmed for the “Increase Home Prices” rationale, as this 

rationale was exclusively used by high-income respondents who voted “Yes.”  This prediction 

was confirmed for neither “Protect Investment” nor “Help Respondent’s Business” rationales.  

Of the 22 cases in which a respondent used the “Protect Investment” rationale, 11 (50%) were 

uttered by low-income respondents.  Furthermore, while the prediction about economic position 

and use of the “Help Respondent’s Business” largely held up, as 4/5 cases were high-income, 

this rationale did not correspond consistently to the predicted vote choice, as only 2/5 cases were 

used to justify a “Yes” vote.  Unexpectedly, the “Lower/Preserve Housing Prices” rationale was 

only present in one case.  While the usage of this rationale did correspond with the predicted vote 

                                                           
12 There were or all but three cases.  One these cases only used a market fairness judgment, while another used a 

market fairness judgment in conjunction with a self-interest rationale, and the third used the market fairness 

judgment in conjunction with a liberal and the neoliberal belief rationale.  I did not include these judgments in my 

rationale total. 
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choice of “Yes,” it did not correspond with the predicted economic position, as it was utilized by 

a high-income respondent.   

Table 18.  Proposition 201 (2008): Respondent Utterances of Self-Interest Rationales by 

Economic Position and Vote Choice  

 

High 

Income 

Low 

Income 

Vote 

No 

Vote 

Yes 

Self-Interest: 

Lower/Preserve 

Housing Prices 1 0 1 0 

Self-Interest: 

Protect 

Investment 11 11 0 22 

Self-Interest: Help 

Respondent’s 

Business  4 1 3 2 

Self-Interest: 

Increase Home 

Price 2 0 0 2 

 

Predicted Vote and Self-Interest Rationales for High-Income Respondents 

12/30 (40%) high-income respondents who voted “Yes” employed a self-interested 

rationale.  12/12 of these respondents used a predicted rationale for this economic position/voter 

choice intersection.  It is important to note that 11/12 of these respondents used to “Protect 

Investment” rationale, implying a concern for long-term self-interest.  Furthermore, 10/12 of 

these respondents used liberal rationales in conjunction with their self-interested rationales, 8/12 

used a liberal market fairness rationale, and two respondents exclusively used (a) self-interest 

rationale(s).   

Toby, a high-income Democrat, used the “Help Respondent’s Business” and “Protect 

Investment” rationales in conjunction with the liberal “Help Homebuyers/Owners” rationale, and 

subsequently made a judgment about market fairness.  First, Toby reported voting out of self-

interest in order to help his business.  He explained that he was voting for “my clients. I was a 
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real estate agent at the time so I felt my clients would have recourse.”  When asked if he thought 

this would “benefit” him, Toby responded that it would “keep my clients happy. Whatever keeps 

my clients happy keeps me happy, at least that's the way I looked at it.”  In this sense, Toby 

reported voting out of self-interest to help his business as a realtor.  He saw his material well-

being as connected to his clients’ level of satisfaction.  This quickly transitioned to reasoning 

about ballot measure as being beneficial because it would protect homebuyers.  Toby wanted to 

make sure that his clients had “recourse.”  He then explained that he also voted “Yes” “because 

I’m a homeowner.” He elaborated, arguing that a “No” vote would result in people “losing their 

money, and their homes. That's always the number one risk right? Family, money.  This is 

definitely [an issue of] los[ing] your money.”  For Toby it came down to consumer protection.  

“I know it didn't pass [so] I see myself as a consumer [i.e. homebuyer] who lost some 

protection.”  This means that the respondent perceived the ballot measure as protecting his 

investment in his home.   

Toby then employed the liberal rationales of protecting homebuyers and owners from 

exploitation and material loss.  He explained that the measure was “prohibiting a seller’s agent 

from participating a false mortgage applications.  That's very good ‘cause that's what was going 

on. I had a friend of mine removed from Sun Mortgage and put in jail because they were pulling 

that kinda shit.”  This prohibition of fraudulent practices was then meant to help himself as a 

homeowner, as well as his customers and thus his business.  Furthermore, it was also meant to 

help protect “homeowners and the consumer.”  Toby then stated that he saw himself as “part of 

the consumer group,” thus intertwining the liberal most sacred values of homebuyer and 

homeowner protection with self-interest rationales.  In the process of attempting to benefit 

himself and his business, Toby was also trying to protect vulnerable groups, in this case 
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homeowners and homebuyers.  Finally, the respondent concluded by connecting these self-

interest and most sacred value rationales to a market fairness judgment.  He explained that he 

voted “Yes” “because it's right.”  When asked “What makes it right?” he responded: “The fact 

that it's protecting the consumer…I believe everybody deserves an equal shake and shouldn't be 

walking to the door with a steel ball hanging on your neck because you don't know what's going 

on.”  Here, Toby explicitly connected a judgment of market fairness with his desire to protect his 

customers and homebuyers.  Specifically, he was trying to protect unwitting homebuyers from 

unfairly being taken advantage of by dishonest sellers. 

Troy, a high-income Republican, used the self-interested “Protect Investment” and 

“Increase Home Price” rationales alone.  He explained that if the measure passed it would help 

raise the value of homes by benefitting the housing market.  “As the housing market comes back 

it benefits homeowners. So [voting “Yes” is] kind of an indirect benefit.”  Here we saw that he 

wanted to benefit from a strong housing market, which implies rising home prices, and would 

eventually benefit the respondent as a homeowner.  Troy elaborated by claiming that the measure 

would “keep people out of the housing market that really had no business buying a house, that 

were only going to foreclose on it a year later, driving the housing market even lower than what 

it was. So [a “Yes” vote was] a safeguard against those kind of people.”  In this line of reasoning, 

the respondent wanted to increase the quality of new homes, which would keep lower 

socioeconomic consumers who “really had no business buying a house” from damaging the 

housing market, and by extension lowering home prices.  Troy claimed that he was also voting to 

benefit himself because “at this time we were thinking at some point down the road we’d be 

buying another house.”  This implies that as a potential purchaser of a new home, Troy wanted 
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this consumer protection regulation in place to protect his potential investment.  Here, Troy 

reported being concerned with protecting his material interests instead of vulnerable groups.   

Predicted Vote and Self-Interest Rationales for Low-Income Respondents 

No low-income respondents used a self-interest rationale to justify voting “No.” This 

finding runs counter to the framework I used to make predictions about short-term self-interested 

voting for low-income respondents and suggests that the issue of affordable housing costs was 

not a clear issue for these respondents on this measure.   

Against Predicted Vote and Self-Interest Rationales for High-Income Respondents 

3/12 (20%) high-income respondents who voted “No” went against both vote and self-

interest rationale predictions, and 1/12 used a predicted self-interest rationale.  This means that 

4/12 (25%) of high-income respondents who voted “No” used a self-interest rationale.   Of these 

four respondents, only one exclusively used a self-interest rationale.  Of the remaining three, one 

used a liberal rationale, one used a neoliberal rationale, and one used neoliberal and liberal 

rationales.  Interestingly, none of these respondents also used a conservative rationale. 

Sylvester, a high-income Republican, employed the “Lower/Preserve Housing Prices” 

rationale along with the liberal rationale of “Help Homebuyers/Owners.”  The respondent 

explained that passing the measure “would’ve added 20% or something on top of the home price 

and in the long run it would’ve made it worse for the homeowner…I think it would’ve made 

houses not affordable, I think it would have been very bad for the housing market in general.”  

Here, Sylvester was clearly looking to protect a vulnerable group, homebuyers, who he estimated 

would have lost purchasing power due to what the respondent predicted would be an exorbitant 

increase in the cost of new homes.  This extended to a concern for the “housing market in 

general.”  Sylvester reported trying to protect the housing market from instability, and in 
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particular wanted to protect homebuyers by ensuring that housing prices would not rise at least 

“20%.”  Sylvester added that he voted “No” because “I don’t think it would have been good for 

society or myself.”  In this way the respondent intertwined his material interests with those of 

society.  Thus, a spike in home prices would be economically deleterious for homebuyers as well 

as the respondent.   

The other three participants who reported voting “No” used the “Help Respondent’s 

Business” rationale.  One respondent reported being solely motivated by self-interest.  Karl, a 

high-income Republican, explicitly stated that his “values” did not play a role in his voting 

decision.  Instead, he was concerned because he predicted the measure would “discourage 

building of new homes, so that would directly affect me in real estate…Less houses would have 

been built, so there's less houses for me to sell.”  He then summarized his motives as “financial.”  

Once again we saw a respondent clearly appeal to self-interest in order to explain voting 

behavior on this measure. 

 The story was more complicated for Jonathan, a high-income Republican, who reported 

voting to protect his business interests but also used liberal partisan and neoliberal rationales.  

First and foremost, the respondent portrayed himself as self-interested.  He reported voting “No” 

because “as a homebuilder I don’t have to sit there and take care of somebody’s screw-ups for 

ten years.”  He elaborated.  “I was hoping I wouldn’t have to increase the price of my house and 

drive away potential buyers.”  However, Jonathan’s concerns extended to protecting 

homebuyers’ economic interests as well.  He explained that he was motivated to protect the 

“health of my industry.”  In doing so, he wanted to keep housing affordable and protect the 

economic interests of consumers: 

Everyone else was screaming about how expensive houses were. Well you want to be able to 

control expenses? If I got to guarantee a house for ten years am I going to sell it for the same 
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price as I would if I had to guarantee it for two years? Hell no. I’m just going to add another ten 

thousand bucks. Right off the get-go. Who does that hurt? The guy who’s trying to buy that 

house. He might not be able to afford it. 

 

Thus, the respondent protecting his self-interest and the “health of my industry” entailed 

protecting homebuyers’ economic interests.  Specifically, Jonathan was concerned about 

homebuyers who were on the fence economically and “might not be able to afford” more 

expensive, higher quality houses.  Finally, the respondent employed the neoliberal rationale of 

“Individualized Responsibility/Risk.” Jonathan explained that his company already offered a 

two-year warranty on new houses.  “Two years is more than enough if something is going to go 

wrong. Why leave the [homebuilder] on the hook for ten years when the new homeowner has 8 

years to screw up the house and then turn around and tell the contractor to fix it because they 

didn’t maintain it.”  This line of reasoning clearly places the economic risk for homebuying fully 

on the consumer after the warranty that was offered by the homebuilder expired.  This 

assumption of consumer responsibility was clearly exhibited in the respondent’s assertion that 

homeowners would take advantage of an extended warranty that is determined by the 

government.  His argument was that responsible consumers would not need such a long warranty 

because they would not “screw up” the house and that all risk for homeownership after a 

privately determined warranty expired laid with the individual consumer.   

Against Predicted Vote and Self-Interest Rationales for Low-Income Respondents 

 12/24 (50%) low-income respondents who voted “Yes” used a self-interested rationale.  

All 12 of these respondents used a predicted self-interested rationale for a “Yes” vote. 

Furthermore, all of these respondents used self-interest rationale in combination with a liberal 

rationale.  Of these 12, four also used a market fairness judgment and one used a neoliberal 

belief rationale.   
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 First, Ken, a low-income Democrat, employed the self-interested “Protect Respondent’s 

Business” rationale in conjunction with the liberal “Help Homebuyers/Owners” rationale. He 

began by invoking his business interests.  Ken stated he thought would gain 

“personally…because I’ve been a real estate investor.”  When asked how in particular he would 

benefit, he elaborated: “Just more, you know, more rights. I mean, when you’re gonna buy a 

house or an apartment building or anything, you know, disclosure of billers relationships with 

financial institution. Right to cancel. Prohibiting seller’s agents from participating. You know all 

of that, it’s very important. It’s like a no brainer.”  He concluded he interview by estimating that 

“50%” of his vote was motivated by the “actual positive benefits that I, as an investor or 

purchaser or seller, might receive.”  Ken clearly explained his vote in terms of protecting his 

business interests.  As a former real estate investor who would potentially reenter the field, Ken 

was looking out for his business interests by trying secure rights that he would be able to take 

advantage of as a buyer and seller of new homes.  The respondent saw each of the provisions in 

the measure as being beneficial to him as “an investor or purchaser or seller.”   

Ken then utilized the liberal rationale of “Help Homebuyers/Owners.” He explained that 

he thought that homebuyers would benefit from these rights because most people who buy 

homes were largely ignorant and could be taken advantage of easily.  This was due, in large part, 

to a predatory system of home selling set up by real estate interests:  

Most people have no clue what they’re signing. When they’re buying a house they don’t know 

what they’re doing. They just sign whatever you put in front of them. So any rights you can give 

them, you know, they need. Cause the banks, the title companies, and the real estate brokers have 

huge staffs of excellent attorneys advising them. So all the rights we can have to offset 

that…Everything is so [real estate agents] can make a sale and get their six percent commission. 

It’s not about getting the customer the property they want under the terms that are advantageous 

to them. 
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In this line of reasoning, Ken clearly saw homebuyers as a group that was vulnerable and being 

taken advantage of by predatory real estate interests.  Part of his vote, then, would benefit this 

vulnerable group by giving them rights which would help offset the information asymmetry that 

exposed them to the risk of predatory business practices by sellers and lenders.   

 11/12 low-income respondents who voted “Yes” used the self-interested “Protect 

Investment” rationale.  Shawn, a low-income Republican, also utilized the liberal “Help 

Homebuyers/Owners” rationale, the neoliberal “Individualized Responsibility/Risk” rationale, 

and the libertarian “Government Inefficiency” rationale.  First, Shawn explained that he voted 

out of self-interest.  At first this respondent, like many low-income respondents who utilized this 

rationale, was skeptical about his ability to “benefit financially” from this ballot measure because 

of his lack of purchasing power.  “I'm not in a position to buy a house, so no [I wouldn’t gain 

financially].  If I was in a position to buy a house the gain would be protection from loss.”  

However, also like many low-income respondents who employed this rationale, he eventually 

admitted to voting out of a self-interested hope that one day he would have such purchasing 

power.  Shawn admitted that “10%” of his vote was motivated by his desire to have “protection” 

in case “I ever happen to buy a house.”  Here, Shawn was clearly stating that part of his vote was 

motivated by a desire to have protection for his investment in a home in case he ever experienced 

upward economic mobility.   

 Shawn elaborated by employing a liberal rationale and a market fairness judgment.  The 

respondent admitted that he was divided, or in his words, felt “both ways about” this measure, 

partially due to his neoliberal beliefs in individual responsibility for economic decisions.  He 

explained that “on the one hand you want protection, on the other hand it's ‘caveat emptor.’ 

Buyer beware. It’s not really the government’s job to wipe your butt and give you a napkin every 
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time you sit down, you know, it's just not made to do that.  Even if it could do it, it can't do it 

efficiently. That's why George Washington said this is a government for a religious and a 

virtuous society. It's totally unsuitable for any other [purpose].”  This commitment to “buyer 

beware” and the principle of “caveat emptor” were, in this context, a manifestation of the 

neoliberal belief that the consumer assumed full risk and responsibility for his or her purchase as 

well as an application of the libertarian belief in the inefficiency of government regulation.  

Ultimately, however, Shawn sided with what he described as his “Christian” commitment “to 

love my neighbor by protecting him when he goes to buy a house.”  Here we saw how this 

religious value coincided with the primary liberal most sacred value of protecting vulnerable 

groups.  Shawn was committed to helping “his neighbor” by providing them with protection in 

the homebuying process.  When asked about to summarize his motivations for voting, he 

explained that he voted to ensure “the protection of homebuyers and prohibiting sellers from 

taking unfair advantage, perhaps of some naïve buyers.”  Notice that Shawn made a judgment 

about the fairness of the market action that he sought to regulate by voting to protect homebuyers 

from “unfair” business practices.  This line of reasoning perceived the homebuyer, especially 

“naïve buyers,” of being at risk of predatory business practices and thus meriting protection via 

market regulation.  It is interesting to note that Shawn discussed lack of government efficiency as 

well, which is a central feature of the libertarian philosophy.  However, Shawn was the only 

respondent to discuss government inefficiency for this measure, and explained that he ultimately 

did not let this belief determine his vote choice.  

Self-Interest Discussion 

Contrary to the previous two chapters, I found respondents who exclusively used (a) self-

interest rationale(s).  However, my findings largely reaffirm self-interest findings from previous 
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chapters, in that the majority of respondents who used self-interest rationales also used partisan, 

neoliberal, and/or market fairness rationales.  Surprisingly, no low-income respondents who had 

a predicted “No” vote utilized a self-interested rationale.  There were, though, a substantial 

number of low-income respondents who voted against economic position predictions and used a 

self-interested rationale.  This suggests that the literature on low-income self-interested reasoning 

on housing regulation could be supplemented by research that focuses on how expectations and 

hopes of upward economic mobility affect the self-interested reasoning of low-income 

consumers.  Furthermore, most high-income respondents voted in the predicted direction.  Of 

those who utilized a self-interested rationale, a majority used a predicted self-interested rationale.  

In sum, these findings serve to partially support theories of voter utility maximization (e.g. 

Downs 1957) and short-term self-interested voting conditions (e.g. Sears and Funk 1991), but 

also suggest that a vast majority of respondents supplement self-interested reasoning with beliefs 

about partisanship, neoliberalism, and/or market fairness.  My findings also suggest that 

rationales that frame self-interest in terms of long-term material gain play an important role in 

shaping respondent reasoning on this issue. 

PARTISAN AFFILIATION 

 

According to my predictions, Democratic voters should use the “Consumers in General,” 

“Homebuyers/Owners,” “First Time Homebuyers,” “Middleclass,” “Working Class,” and/or 

“Elderly” rationales to justify “Yes” votes.  Subsequently, I expect Republican voters to use the 

“Homeowners/Buyers’ Liberty” and/or “Home Sellers’ Liberty” rationales to justify “No” votes.  

As we can see in Table 19 (below), “Consumers in General” (14/16), “First Time Homebuyers” 

(6/7), and “Middleclass” (3/4) were all almost exclusively used by Democratic voters.  

Furthermore, all three of these rationales were exclusively used to justify “Yes” votes.  
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“Homebuyers/Owners” was used mostly by Democratic voters (28/44, 63.6%) and was almost 

exclusively used to justify “Yes” votes (40/44, 90.9%).  However, while “Working Class” and 

“Elderly” were exclusively used to justify “Yes” votes, they were used half of the time by 

Republicans (Working Class: 2/4 Republican utterances.  Elderly: 1/2 Republican utterances).  

Finally, “Homeowners/Buyers’ Liberty” and “Home Sellers’ Liberty” were exclusively used to 

justify “No” votes and were mostly used by Republicans (“Homeowners/Buyers’ Liberty”: 4/6 

Republican utterances.  “Home Sellers’ Liberty”: 4/5 Republican utterances).    

Table 19.  Proposition 201 (2008): Respondent Utterances of Partisan Most Sacred Value 

Rationales by Partisan Affiliation and Vote Choice  

 Democrat Republican 

Vote 

No 

Vote 

Yes 

Consumers in 

General 14 2 0 16 

First Time 

Homebuyers 6 1 0 7 

Middleclass 3 1 0 4 

Homebuyers/Owners 28 16 5 39 

Working Class 2 2 0 4 

Elderly 1 1 0 2 

Homeowners/Buyers’ 

Liberty 2 4 5 0 

Home Sellers’ 

Liberty 1 4 4 0 

 

Predicted Vote and Partisan Most Sacred Value Rationales for Democrats 

 

 34/37 (91.8%) Democrats who voted “Yes” used at least one liberal rationale.  Of these 

respondents, none used a neoliberal rationale and 27 (79.4%) used a market fairness judgment.  

The use of market fairness judgments in conjunction with liberal rationales spanned economic 

position, as 16 of these cases were high-income Democrats and 11 were low-income Democrats.      

Randy, a high-income Democrat, reported wanting to use his vote to protect consumers in 

general, the middleclass, the working class, and homebuyers/owners.  For Randy “it all comes 

back to the wealthy corporations versus the individual.  And we saw the horrible mess of the 
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predatory lending and the money making enterprises are on to mess over individuals blind and 

one of the major roles of government is to protect people from rich and powerful interests.”  

From this perspective, the housing market was rife was powerful predatory “interests” that were 

looking to exploit vulnerable groups.  First, the respondent reported trying to protect consumers 

in general because he was motivated by “my general sense of government protecting the little 

guy.”  He elaborated, explaining that he wanted to help “small homeowners…be in a more 

secure position and be protected [by] regulation.”  He went into further detail, explaining that he 

was specifically trying to protect “middleclass people, working class people.”  Thus, we saw that 

Randy was motivated by his desire to protect the “little guy,” or consumers in general.  He was, 

however, particularly concerned with protecting “middleclass, working class,” and “small 

homeowners” from the predatory practices of “wealthy corporations” and “rich and powerful 

interests.” 

Shannon, another high-income Democrat, made a judgment about market fairness in 

conjunction with his desire to protect homebuyers/owners in general, first time homebuyers, and 

the middleclass.  He began by explicitly claiming to be motivated by a desire to protect 

homebuyers from material loss caused by homebuilders: 

This was protection from shoddy building, you know.  There were communities being put up 

overnight. 200 unit communities, developments being put up overnight with shoddy building. 

And so this protects people when they buy a home, they’re investing their life saving in 

something, so I wanted them to be protected...[this was] pushing for was the rights of people 

buying a home in one of these new developments. 

 

In this line of reasoning, homebuyers were clearly seen as a vulnerable group that needed 

protection provided by government regulation.  Shannon explained that he was particularly 

concerned for “middleclass families buying their first home. People starting out. You know, 

when you’re buying your first home, you’re starting out in your career, you may be starting your 
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family... People who have a lot to lose if that big investment goes sour.”  For the respondent, 

middleclass families, especially those buying their first home, were particularly at risk because 

of their fragile financial situation, in which he assumed that these buyers were “starting out in 

your career, you may be starting your family.”  Shannon used his belief, that consumers who 

faced certain life-course changes were economically vulnerable, to justify voting for government 

regulation to protect them from material loss.  The respondent then seamlessly transitioned to a 

judgment of market fairness.  He explained that his vote was motivated by a desire to see 

“fairness and transparency” in the housing market, which would then protect the vulnerable 

groups for which he was voting.  He elaborated: “That’s the reason we have regulations, you 

have to do it in a fair way. You can’t be selling people a $200,000 thing that’s a lemon.  That’s 

$200,000, they’ve taken out a mortgage, they’re signing away their future financial life. And if 

you’re selling them a lemon, that’s not good.”  Thus, for the respondent, market fairness 

stemmed from regulations that protected vulnerable groups of consumers that were being taken 

advantage of in the housing market. 

Finally, Zachary, a low-income Democrat, was attempting to protect homebuyers/owners 

and the elderly in conjunction trying to promote market fairness.  First, the respondent evaluated 

the measure using the lens of promoting fair market practices.  “Well, I think it would stop 

shoddy practices…and make sure people do their job correctly.”  He continued: “I don’t like 

when people get away with doing shitty work.  People should take pride in their work and if I’m 

going to hire somebody to build my house they better well build it right.”  In these quotes 

Zachary judged the measure as regulating unfair market practices because it would “stop shoddy 

practices” and ensure that homebuilder “do their job correctly.”  He displayed his distaste for 

unfair building practices, or “shitty work,” by insisting that construction companies build houses 
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“right” and “take pride in their work.”  In this way he judged subpar workmanship as an unfair 

market practice and concluded that the measure would be fair because its implementation would 

decrease these unfair practices.   

Zachary then stated that he was looking to protect vulnerable groups in particular.  First, 

he was attempting to help homebuyers so that they would not have “to pay out of their own 

pocket if something bad happened to their house after that three year you know period.”  Here, 

the “three-year period” refers to a standard housing industry warranty length.  In this line of 

reasoning, Zachary saw homebuyers as economically vulnerable and thus deserving of extended 

protection for their new homes.  He tied this into a fairness judgment by stating that “people 

shouldn’t be screwed for things they have no control over.”  Thus, homebuyers were 

economically vulnerable because they, in the eyes of the respondent, did not have control over 

the quality of their home.  Zachary continued: “I just don’t like to see people get screwed over.  

There’s a lot of predatory people out there and they will take advantage when they 

can…especially here in Tucson, there’s a lot of older folks…[who] people take advantage 

of…[because] maybe their minds aren’t completely right.”  Here we saw the respondent hone in 

his desire to protect the vulnerable by specifically mentioning the tenuous mental state of many 

elderly homebuyers.  The respondent’s reported goal was then to ensure market fairness by 

stopping the “shitty work” of “predatory people” who “take advantage” of consumers who were 

vulnerable because they “have no control” over the quality of their home or are experiencing a 

marked decline in their mental faculties.  

Predicted Vote and Partisan Most Sacred Value Rationales for Republicans 

 Out of eight Republicans who voted “No,” four (50%) utilized a conservative rationale.  

Meanwhile five (62.5%) used the neoliberal “Individualized Responsibility/Risk” rationale, and 
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none used a judgment of market fairness.  Bert, a high-income Republican, used the conservative 

rationales of “Homeowners/Buyers’ Liberty” and “Home Sellers’ Liberty.”  The respondent 

estimated that he would have voted “No” because he saw this measure as “overregulation by the 

state.  Let homeowners and homebuilders decide what they work out and we have sufficient 

remedies in law right now if there are latent defects on things and stuff like that.”  Notice that 

this was not an instance of neoliberal individualization of responsibility and/or risk because Bert 

claimed that there was already “sufficient remedies in law” to protect homeowners if there were 

any “latent” or unforeseen “defects.”  Instead, Bert insisted that the state “let homeowners and 

homebuilders work decide what they work out.”  Preventing this freedom of economic choice for 

both the buyer and the seller represented an overreach by the government that violated both of 

the parties’ liberty (Haidt 2012: 212-3).  For Bert, the responsibility was not fully on the 

homebuyer because there were already sufficient legal protections for defects that could not be 

observed by the buyer in the purchasing process.  However, according to the respondent, it was 

crucial for the buyer and seller to have to freedom to negotiate a deal without the interference of 

the government beyond the established formal framework of protections.   

 Owen, another high-income Republican, utilized both conservative rationales in concert 

with a neoliberal rationale.  “I don't want the government involved in business…If a builder 

wants to provide a warranty or not, that's up to the buyer and the seller to make those decisions. 

You know, you can buy a home warranty, and if I was buying a brand new house and the guy 

didn't offer a warranty, I wouldn't buy the house. It's real simple.”  In this line of reasoning, 

Owen was attempting to protect the liberty of buyers and sellers.  Central to this thought process 

was the belief that responsibility and risk of homeownership laid solely with the individual 

homebuyer.  Notice that Owen did not mention any potential “latent” defects or acknowledge 
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“predatory” building practices by homebuilders that take advantage of information asymmetry.  

Instead, any protection or guarantees that the buyer may procure from the seller must be 

negotiated in the purchasing process without the interference of the government.  For Owen, the 

central value was liberty for both the buyer and seller, or keeping “the government [from being] 

involved in business.”  Owen then reaffirmed his commitment to protecting liberty.  “My values 

are, you know, I think the government needs to stay out of people's personal business…’Laissez-

faire.’”  He then reiterated the role of individual responsibility of the buyer and the subsequent 

risk that this entailed.  “If there's a problem with a house, then you know, you need to pick a 

builder that builds good houses, and that's built by reputation. People vote with their dollars 

instead of having the government tell you or protect you from yourself.”  Responsibility and risk 

for homeownership, then, laid solely with the homebuyer and were the cornerstones of protecting 

liberty for buyers and sellers.  

Against Predicted Vote and Partisan Most Sacred Value Rationales for Democrats 

Out of six Democrats who voted “No,” two (33%) used a conservative rationale.  

Furthermore, two used a liberal rationale and four used the neoliberal “Individualized 

Responsibility/Risk” rationale. Geoffrey, a high-income Democrat, utilized the conservative 

“Homeowner/Buyers’ Liberty” and neoliberal individualization of responsibility rationales.  

First, he explained that “it’s kind of like the healthcare, where they’re putting that mandate in 

where you have to have healthcare insurance, which in my opinion, this where it’s kind of telling 

you what to do and you should have the free will to choose the path to go with.”  He elaborated 

that his “No” vote was motivated by his desire to protect “free choice.”  Here, Geoffrey was 

clearly trying to protect the market liberty of the consumer.  The respondent reasoned that, just 

like for healthcare, the consumer should have the freedom to make economic choices, or “the 



168 
 

free will to choose the path to go with.”  Subsequently, he reasoned that individualized 

responsibility was central to this liberty.  “The right to demand correction of construction defects 

or compensation should already be in warranties…when you’re doing your due diligence, buying 

a house or renovating a house, it should be in that contract if that’s what you’re looking for.”  

Thus, if the consumer wanted protection, Geoffrey reasoned, the consumer was responsible for 

ensuring that (s)he received such protection from the home vendor.  In this line of reasoning, the 

consumer had the liberty to make economic decisions concerning all aspects of the homebuying 

and negotiating process, which then made the consumer responsible for ensuring that (s)he 

procured the level of protection that (s)he desired from the manufacturer.   

Billy, another high-income Democrat, reported being motivated by the liberal rationale of 

protecting homebuyers from material loss.  First, Billy was concerned because “this is it would 

have made houses more expensive.”  Such an effect was a problem because builders would be 

exposed to increased legal costs from increased “liability,” which would then be passed “on to 

the consumer.”  Billy concluded that he was voting “No” in part because “it would have been 

bad for the consumer.”  Thus, Billy reported voting “No” in an attempt to keep housing prices 

low in order to protect homebuyers from material loss.    

Travis, a low-income Democrat, used only the neoliberal individualized responsibility 

rationale.  He applied this rationale without incorporating a concern for protecting liberty 

because he emphasized individualized responsibility and/or risk for the consumer after, but not 

during, the business transaction.  Travis explained that with a 10-year warranty “there is too 

much gray area. I think there is too much ability for people to be able and say like, well that 

beam has broken before and say, well that beam was broken from negligence of the 

homeowner.”  In this line of reasoning, Travis placed responsibility for long-term maintenance 
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and risk on the homeowner.  Due to the “grey area” that long term damages can fall into, as well 

as the possibility of negligence on the side of the homeowner, Travis fully rejected a government 

enforced long-term warranty.  This, then, individualized risk for home defects by rejecting 

collectively provided protection for liability beyond the warranty provided by the homebuilder.  

In this way, Travis accepted the need for short-term protection, as provided by private industry, 

but fully placed long-term risk for homeownership with the individual consumer.   

Against Predicted Vote and Partisan Most Sacred Value Rationales for Republicans 

Out of 17 Republicans who voted “Yes,” 16 (94%) used a liberal rationale.  Furthermore, 

11 (68.8%) utilized a liberal rationale in conjunction with a market fairness judgment.  This 

spanned economic position, as this was split across seven high-income and four low-income 

Republicans.  None of these respondents used a conservative rationale and one used the 

neoliberal “Individualize Responsibility/Risk” rationale.    

Mark, a high-income Republican, used a market fairness judgment in conjunction with 

the liberal rationale of protecting homebuyers.  He claimed that he voted “Yes” because “I know 

contractors cut corners wherever they can and do shoddy work.  Not all, but some.  Anybody just 

starting out and buying a home [should be] able to have some type of warranty or guarantee.”  

Here, Mark clearly identified homebuyers as being particularly at risk due to information 

asymmetry.  He then used this belief to make a judgment about market fairness, claiming that he 

was voting “to keep those who are trying to be dishonest and selling a faulty product from 

profiting.”  Mark thereby reported being motivated by a sense of preserving market fairness in a 

way that protected homeowners from being taken advantage of by builders and vendors.  The 

respondent explained that he was particularly motivated because “I knew people who had been 
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taken advantage of.”  He concluded by stating that he was voting for “the right to have honest 

sales, honest product, and an honest transaction.”   

This sense of protecting vulnerable groups by maintaining and promoting market fairness 

extended across economic position for Republicans who voted “Yes.”  Dustin, a low-income 

Republican, echoed this line of reasoning.  He explained that he was voting to protect 

“homebuyers,” most of whom were “middleclass.”  He saw homebuyers, and in particular 

middleclass homebuyers, as particularly vulnerable due to “the high cost of housing.”  Dustin 

explained that his vote would have been motivated by “just sort of an indignation about the high 

cost of housing.”  He continued: “All I can say is, that you know, again, if you're borrowing 

twice what it's worth, you deserve a little more protection.”  Dustin felt that housing prices were 

unfairly high, which forced homebuyers into the vulnerable economic position of taking out 

extremely large mortgages.  This unjust economic vulnerability, then, merited “more protection.”  

The respondent expounded upon this point: “[Homebuyers are] signing their lives away, often 

for a house that isn't anywhere near their first choice.”  He concluded by explaining that he was 

motivated “mostly just by a general sense of fairness…I see this particular sort of thing as being 

sort of an outrage against the middleclass. The idea of houses costing too much…the 

homebuilders benefit, the unions benefit, and it's the buyers, that overall in so many ways get 

screwed...it's just a general sense of unfairness.”  Dustin, then, clearly wanted to protect 

homebuyers because they were economically vulnerable and subject to unfairly high housing 

costs.   

Partisanship Discussion 

 I found that a majority Democrats (37/43, 86%) fit the partisan affiliation prediction by 

voting “Yes.”  Meanwhile, a minority of Republicans (32%, 8/25) fit the partisan affiliation 
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prediction by voting “No.”  Partisan reasoning, operationalized as partisan most sacred value 

rationales, was consistently used by respondents who voted in the predicted manner.  34/37 

(91.8%) Democrats who voted “Yes” used a predicted partisan most sacred value rationale, while 

4/8 Republicans who voted “No” used a predicted partisan most sacred value rationale.  Moreover, 

liberal rationales edged out Democratic partisan affiliation as a better prediction of voter choice, 

as 50/54 (92.6%) “Yes” voters used a liberal rationale, while 37/54 (68.5%) “Yes” votes were 

Democrats.  However, partisan affiliation was a better predictor of vote choice for “No” votes, as 

5/14 (35.7%) “No” voters used a conservative rationale while 8/14 (57.1%) “No” votes were 

Republicans.  These findings suggest that while voters used partisan most sacred value rationales 

to reason about this ballot measure, partisan affiliation had an inconsistent effect on voter choice.  

This contributes to the biases and heuristics research (e.g. Lau and Redlawsk 2006; Baldassarri 

2012; Brooks and Manza 2013; Lodge and Taber 2013) by demonstrating that prior beliefs drawn 

from partisan moral narratives (e.g. Haidt 2012) seem to have a role in the process of voter 

reasoning on real policy. 

DISCUSSION 

Supplementary Analysis: Market Fairness and Moral Economy 

My findings extend beyond self-interested and partisan most sacred value rationales to 

judgments of market fairness.  As predicted by the moral economy literature, there was evidence 

of a consensus of market fairness among “Yes” voters concerning market fairness judgments and 

thus the emergence of a liberal moral economy.  As we can see below (Table 20), 43/68 (63.2%) 

respondents used a market fairness judgment rationale.  Furthermore, of the 52 respondents who 

voted “Yes,” 42 (80.7%) used a market fairness judgment.  Of these 42 respondents, 39 (92.8%) 

utilized a market fairness judgment in conjunction with at least one liberal rationale and without 
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the use of a neoliberal and/or conservative rationale.  This pairing of liberal rationales and market 

fairness judgments for respondents who voted “Yes” spanned economic position (25 high-income 

and 15 low-income) and partisan affiliation (11 Republican and 29 Democrat).  Furthermore, 

Jerome, a high-income Democrat, was the only “No” voter to make a market fairness judgment.  

This was because he misinterpreted the measure as not holding builders liable, and thus used liberal 

most sacred values in combination with a market fairness judgment to evaluate the proposition as 

unfair, justifying a “No” vote with the intention of making builders accountable to consumers for 

defects.  Furthermore, this conjunction of liberal rationales and market fairness judgments helps 

to explain Republican variation in voter choice, as 7/9 (77.7%) high-income Republican 

respondents and 4/8 (50%) low-income Republican respondents who voted “Yes” used a market 

fairness judgment in conjunction with at least one liberal rationale without also employing a 

neoliberal and/or conservative rationale.  This liberal market fairness rationale combination also 

corresponds with variation in low-income Democrats who voted “Yes,” as it was employed by 

11/16 (68.8%) of these respondents.  Taken together, these findings suggest that there is a strong 

liberal moral economy that helps to explain the deviation of Republican voters from their predicted 

vote choice, as well as a consensus in voter choice across levels of both independent variables.   

Surprisingly, there were neither cases of respondent use of neoliberal market fairness 

beliefs nor cases of conservative market fairness.  This suggests that there was only a liberal moral 

economy for this ballot measure.  These findings go against predictions based in the moral 

economy and partisanship literature that suggests that there should be a conservative consensus 

about market fairness that emerged around “No” votes.  Furthermore, this findings also goes 

against predictions based in the neoliberalism literature that suggests that a consensus about 
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neoliberal market fairness should emerge across economic position and partisan affiliation for 

“No” voters.   

Table 20. Proposition 201 (2008): Respondent Utterances of Market Fairness Rationales 

 Republican Democrat 

High 

Income 

Low 

Income 

Vote 

No 

Vote 

Yes 

Neoliberal Most 

sacred values: Fair 

market competition 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Market Fairness 

Judgment 13 30 26 17 1 42 

Liberal market 

fairness 

operationalization: 

Liberal Rationale(s) 

+ Market Fairness 

Judgment ~ 

Neoliberal and 

Conservative 

Rationales 11 29 25 15 1 39 

Conservative market 

fairness 

operationalization: 

Conservative 

Rationale(s) + 

Market Fairness 

Judgment ~ 

Neoliberal and 

Liberal Rationales 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

Supplementary Analysis: Neoliberalism and Libertarianism  

 

As we can see below (Table 21), across all of my respondents, 10/68 (14.7%) used the 

neoliberal “Individualized Responsibility/Risk.”  Of these respondents, nine voted “No,” seven 

were high-income, and six were Republican.  Furthermore, three respondents used this neoliberal 

rationale without a partisan most sacred value rationale, two used this neoliberal rationale in 

conjunction with a liberal rationale, and five used it in conjunction with a conservative rationale.  

Given this distribution, we can see that there was a relative consensus across partisan affiliation 

for the use of the individualized responsibility/risk rationale for “No” voters.  Furthermore, this 
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rationale was the best predictor of “No” votes, as it was utilized by 9/14 (64.3%) “No” voters, as 

compared to 8/14 (57.1%) Republicans who voted “No,” 2/14 (14.3%) low-income respondents 

who voted “No,” and 5/14 (35.7%) respondents who voted “No” and used at least one 

conservative rationale.  This reaffirms literature that suggests that neoliberalism is used across 

partisan affiliation (Amable 2011; Centeno and Cohen 2012).  The relatively even split of 

neoliberalism between partisan affiliation (six Republicans versus four Democrats) and partisan 

most sacred value rationales (two paired with liberal rationales versus five paired with 

conservative rationales) does not provide strong evidence that neoliberalism pairs consistently 

with partisan affiliation or values, as some have suggested (e.g. Garland 2001; Gauchat 2015).  

Overall, while neoliberal beliefs were not as important of an explanatory variable for voter 

choice as for previous ballot measures, the “Individualized Responsibility/Risk” rationale was 

still an extremely important because it corresponded with vote choice against this consumer 

protection measure.  Finally, counter to expectations from the literature (e.g. Iyer, Koleva, 

Graham, Ditto, and Haidt 2012), the exclusively libertarian belief was a non-factor, as it was 

only used by one respondent and did not correspond with his vote choice.  This suggests for 

consumer protection policy, libertarianism may only be influential for voter reasoning when it 

overlaps with the conservative most sacred value.    
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Table 21. Proposition 201 (2008): Neoliberal “Individualized Responsibility/Risk” Rationale and 

Exclusively Libertarian “Government Inefficiency” Rationale Utterances across Economic 

Position, Partisan Affiliation, and Voter Choice 

 

High 

Income 

Low 

Income Democrat Republican 

Vote 

No 

Vote 

Yes 

Neoliberalism: 

Individualized 

Responsibility/

Risk 7 3 4 6 9 1 

Exclusively 

Libertarian: 

Government 

Inefficiency 0 1 0 1 0 1 

 

Conclusion 

 

My results offer inconsistent support of self-interest voting theories and the connection 

between self-interest and economic position, as reportedly self-interested voting for this measure 

did not vary consistently according to economic position.  As with Propositions 202 (2008) and 

203 (2010), my findings show that self-interested rationales were frequently coupled with 

neoliberal and/or partisan most sacred value rationales.  Furthermore, for this measure partisan 

affiliation did not consistently predict partisan most sacred value rationales and voter choice, as 

Democrats tended to fit the political rationale and voter choice predictions while Republicans did 

not.  This provides inconsistent support for partisan voting theories. 

I found very strong evidence of a liberal moral economy for “Yes” voters.  Quizzically, 

there were no cases of respondents who used the neoliberal market fairness belief or made a 

market fairness judgment in conjunction with a conservative or neoliberal rationale.  I also found 

that a neoliberal rationale of individualized risk/responsibility was the best predictor of “No” 

votes.  However, this neoliberal rationale did not consistently pair with economic position, 

partisan affiliation, or partisan most sacred value rationales.  Taken together, these findings 

suggest that more research should be done on the relationship between liberal most sacred 
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values, market fairness, and support for consumer protection regulation.  It also suggests the 

importance of neoliberalism for understanding opposition to such regulation.    
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Empirical Chapter 4: Proposition 204 (2012)   

 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter concludes my analysis of voter choice and reasoning via reported rationales 

for market regulatory ballot measures according to economic position and partisan affiliation.  

For this analysis I selected Proposition 204 (2012): “The Quality Education and Jobs Act,” 

which attempted to renew a temporary one cent sales tax in order to fund public education and a 

variety of other public services.  To analyze an achieved sample for this measure of 91 white 

male voters, I used the following two research questions: 1) How do economic position and 

partisan affiliation affect voter choice for Proposition 204 (2012)?  2) What rationales emerged 

for voter choice and how do they vary according to economic position and partisan affiliation?   

   First, I provide background on the issue of fiscal policy and its use to fund public 

education in America.  Second, I present a brief history of Proposition 204 (2012), as well as a 

description of the context in which it emerged.  I also discuss the details of the measure, 

including its supporters and opponents, wording, and election results.  Third, I apply self-interest 

and partisan voting theories to the literature on American fiscal policy and education funding to 

predict voter choice and rationales according to variation in partisan affiliation and economic 

position. Fourth, I use a mixed-methods approach for each independent variable by applying 

quantitative analysis to examine voter choice variation and qualitative analysis to investigate 

voter rationale variation.  In the conclusion I discuss the implications of these findings for 

partisan and self-interest voting theories, as well as libertarian and neoliberal reasoning on this 

measure.    

Economic position had no discernable effect on voter choice.  Conversely, partisan 

affiliation had a strong and consistent effect on voter choice.  This means that my predictions for 
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voter choice tended to hold for Democrats and Republicans but not for high or low-income 

respondents.  Furthermore, economic position inconsistently predicted voter self-interest 

rationales while partisan affiliation consistently predicted partisan most sacred value rationales.  

My results reveal that self-interest rationales corresponded with economic position and voter 

choice for high but not low-income respondents.  Across economic position, respondents used 

self-interest rationales along with at least one partisan most sacred value, neoliberal, or 

libertarian rationale in all but three cases.  Subsequently, partisan most sacred value rationales 

varied consistently with voter choice and partisan affiliation.  Democratic partisan affiliation was 

the best predictor of “Yes” votes and conservative rationales were the best predictor of “No” 

votes.  Finally, I found supplementary rationales for economic philosophies of neoliberalism and 

libertarian.  I found that neoliberal rationales were consistently used to justify “Yes” votes and an 

exclusively libertarian rationale was consistently used to justify “No” votes.  Proportionally, 

voter use of these economic philosophy rationales was not high, although roughly one third of 

“No” voters used the exclusively libertarian rationale. 

BACKGROUND 

Taxes and Public Education Funding in America 

Funding for public education in America has been historically intertwined with efforts to 

remedy inequalities in the education system (for a summary see Leyden 2005; Ingram 2014).  

Starting with the 1954 Brown v. Board of Education Supreme Court ruling, the federal 

government began to tackle structural inequalities in public education via desegregation.  By the 

1960s, education reformers began to address issues of resource inequality between school 

districts.  This led to the 1971 Serrano v. Priest California Supreme Court ruling that school 

districts must be equally funded.  In 1973, the United States Supreme Court ruled that inter-
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district resource equality was not constitutionally guaranteed, thereby leaving individual states to 

determine how public education funding was to be allocated (Leyden 2005).   

New efforts at linking public education reform to federal funding came in the form of the 

George W. Bush administration’s 2001 No Child Left Behind (NCLB) program, which tied 

district achievement and improvement to federal funding.  This program reformed the 1965 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), which provided federal funds to supplement 

local and state revenue sources.  It must be emphasized, however, that ESEA and NCLB were 

auxiliary sources of public education funding.  For example, the US Department of Education 

estimated that for the 2004-2005 school year, local and state governments provided an average of 

83% of public school funding (Department of Education 2005).   

While states have traditionally relied on local-level property taxes to finance public 

education, this is changing, primarily due a state-level political contestation of property tax as a 

funding source due to its unequal distribution of revenue across school districts (Kenyon and 

Reschovsky 2014).  Simultaneously, there has also been substantial voter pushback against 

property taxes.  This movement began in California in 1978 with Proposition 13, which proposed 

an amendment to the California state constitution to limit property tax growth, and was 

ultimately approved.  The success of such a conservative stance on taxation via direct democracy 

indicated the broad political appeal of this type of fiscal reform.  State and federal politicians 

quickly followed suit and proposed legislation to lower or repeal an array of taxes (Martin 2008: 

23).   

With the shift away from property taxes, there was also a direct democratic reaction to try 

to preserve education funding.  A decade after Proposition 13, California passed Proposition 98 

(1988), which required a minimum level of state spending on public education.  The measure 
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placed responsibility for raising these funds on the state’s government, which was then required 

to allocate this money to local governments (Matsusaka 2004: 44).  A key part of this direct 

democratic reaction was the emergence of ballot measures that sought to fund public education 

via sales taxes.  For example, in 1994 Michigan voters approved “Proposal A,” which raised the 

state’s sales tax rate, in lieu of increasing property or income taxes, in order to fund public 

education (Papke 2008).  

Significance 

 Proposition 204 (2012) ties together fiscal policy and education funding.  There has been 

a sustained American “revolt” against not only taxes in general, but against property taxes in 

particular (Martin 2008).  This pressure makes regressive taxes, such as sales tax, an appealing 

option to supplement local government revenue, especially for public education.  Scholars have 

argued that while regressive taxes place more of an immediate burden on those with lower 

incomes, these taxes can sometimes increase funding of government programs that benefit these 

citizens (Martin and Prasad 2014).  However, Kato (2004) argues that this is not the case for the 

United States’ federal government, given its extremely low levels of tax revenue and public 

expenditure relative to other OECD countries.  The result is that states are left scrambling to find 

new revenue sources and, in doing so, often resort to regressive forms of taxation.  Regardless, 

direct democracy is playing an increasing role in determining the sources of funding for local 

and state governments in general, and for public education in particular.  It is thus crucial to 

understand how voters reason about regressive taxation in the face shrinking property tax 

revenues and the growing role of direct democracy in determining the sources of local and state 

government revenue and public education funding.   
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THE BALLOT MEASURE 

The Case of Arizona 

 In 2009, the state of Arizona faced a multi-billion dollar budget shortfall, due in large 

part to the Great Recession.  This is because the state relied heavily on sales and income taxes, 

both of which decreased substantially from 2008 to 2009.  In response, Republican Governor Jan 

Brewer addressed the impacts of the shortfall on public education funding by proposing a three 

year, once-cent increase in the state sales tax rate.  The responsibility for ratifying this increase 

was given to the voters, as the state legislature created and placed Proposition 100 on the 2010 

ballot.  This measure passed, winning 64.3% of the vote.    

 As opposed to Proposition 100 (2010), Proposition 204 (2012) was created and placed on 

the ballot through the efforts of citizens (Citizen Initiated State Statute).  This measure sought to 

make the temporary sales tax rate increase permanent in order to address Arizona’s chronic 

education funding problems.  These efforts were spearheaded by the “Quality Jobs and 

Education” committee, led by Tucsonan mother Ann-Eve Pedersen.  Its advocates were largely 

responding to continued state-level struggles to adequately fund public education, and many 

were reacting out of a “distrust” of the then Republican controlled state legislature (Pitzl 2012).  

Republican state lawmakers, many of whom had supported Proposition 100, reacted by strongly 

opposing this permanent sales tax rate increase.        

Proposition 204 (2012) 

This ballot measure was highly politicized and resulted from citizen and education 

activist distrust of Arizona Republican lawmakers’ ability to consistently and adequately fund 

public education.  The measure was endorsed by the Democratic mayors of Tucson and Phoenix, 

respectively.  It was also endorsed by an array of educational leaders, from student body 
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presidents to members of boards of educations.  The measure was endorsed by Fred DuVal, a 

former chairman of the Arizona Board of Regents and 2014 Democratic gubernatorial candidate.  

It was also endorsed by a variety of civic-minded business organizations, such as the Southern 

Arizona Leadership Council.  The measure was strongly opposed by prominent state-level 

Republican lawmakers, such as then Governor Jan Brewer and then State Treasurer (and 2014 

Gubernatorial race winner) Doug Ducey.  It was also opposed by business interests, such as the 

Arizona Chamber of Commerce, as well as municipal groups, such as the League of Arizona 

Cities and Towns.  Finally, the measure was endorsed by the Arizona Daily Star, a newspaper 

that serves southern Arizona and has been owned since 2005 by a media conglomerate.  It was 

opposed by online conservative media outlets such as azconservative.org and sonorannews.com. 

Supporters of the measure raised a total of $2,269,058 and opponents raised $1,801,084.  

Major supporters included ideological groups ($757,140), public sector unions ($710,836), 

educational associations and boards ($325,370), education policy groups ($125,253), and 

business associations ($60,000).  Notably, supporters of the measure received donations from the 

National Education Association ($500,000).  The highest single contributor was an advocacy 

group called “We Build Arizona” ($757,000).  Major opponents included conservative policy 

organizations ($925,000), anti-tax groups ($260,000), and big ticket retail interests including 

automotive dealers ($352,974) and real estate companies ($47,500).  Opposition to the measure 

was also funded by an array of business interests, such as insurance companies, business 

associations, and the dairy industry.  The highest opposing donors were the political nonprofit 

group “Americans for Responsible Leadership” ($925,000), the Arizona Automobile Dealers 

Association ($346,974), and the “Arizona Free Enterprise Club” ($260,000).  As we can see 
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from financial contributions, this issue was mainly partisan but also represented a clash between 

retail and public education interests.   

The following is the text of the measure that appeared on the ballot in the 2012 Arizona 

general election.  I provided this text to participants as a prompt before I interviewed them about 

their vote choice:   

The Quality Education and Jobs Act will strengthen Arizona's economy by equipping children to 

succeed in the classroom, ensuring an educated workforce and creating jobs. This act, which 

renews the one-cent sales tax, will provide dedicated funding linked to performance and 

accountability for students of all ages and prevent legislators from cutting K-12 funding. 

Scholarships will ensure that universities and community colleges remain affordable. Investment 

in vocational educational education will allow students to graduate ready to work. This act 

protects public safety by ensuring continued funding for DPS officers and creates jobs by 

funding road, rail, transit and other transportation projects. 

 

On November 6, 2012 this ballot measure failed, with 63.79% of voters deciding against it.  As 

with other measures in this dissertation, the electorate’s voting tendency for this measure 

diverged from that of my participants, as 65.93% (60/91) said that they voted or would have 

voted “Yes.”  This striking difference between the tendency of my respondents’ vote choice and 

the electorate’s vote choice is most likely the product of my non-representative data collection 

process and timeframe for my data collection (2013-2015).   

PREDICTIONS 

Predictions for How Economic Position and Partisan Affiliation Affect Voter Choice  

According to self-interest voting theories, variation in economic position should 

correspond with variation in self-interest and subsequently voter choice.  Sears and Funk (1991) 

demonstrate that actors vote for short-term self-interest when they perceive the stakes to be high 

and the issues to be clear.  Given the voting literature on short-term self-interest and the 

regressive nature of the sales tax, I expect low-income respondents to vote to oppose the measure 

in order to avoid the immediate economic burden of an increased regressive tax rate.  
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Furthermore, I expect high-income voters to act out of short-term self-interest and approve the 

measure in order to shift the economic burden away from property taxes.  The picture becomes 

more complicated when we consider the influence of long-term self-interest and variation in vote 

choice according to the enrollment of respondents’ children in public schools, but such an 

analysis extends beyond the voting theories on the link between short-term self-interest, 

economic position, and voter issue position that I use for this dissertation.  I will investigate this 

nuance in future research.13   

According to partisan voting theories, variation in partisan affiliation should correspond 

with variation in partisanship, issue position, and by extension ballot measure choice.  While 

qualitative research has been done on popular narratives about taxation (Kidder and Martin 

2012), there has yet to be any empirical work that connects these narratives to broader partisan 

values that are employed in political reasoning.  To understand how voter reasoning on fiscal 

policy connects to broader partisan values I use the work of Jonathan Haidt.  Haidt (2012), who 

theorizes that liberals’ “most sacred value [is] care for victims of oppression” (ibid: 345), and 

more broadly protecting “the rights of certain vulnerable groups” (ibid: 212); while 

conservatives’ “most sacred value” is preserving “the institutions and traditions that sustain a 

                                                           
13 There are two strands of literature that specifically apply to the relationship between economic position and voter 

attitudes about taxation.  One line analyzes voter preferences for using taxation to fund public services, including 

education.  Economic models postulate that both low and high-income voters would oppose funding public goods, 

such as education, via taxation.  The theory is that low-income voters prefer consumption over taxation to fund 

public goods, while high-income voters are more likely to utilize private alternatives (Epple and Romero 1996; 

Mohl and Pamp 2008).  As specifically applied to public education funding via taxation, rational choice theory is 

said to predict that those with children in public schools would self-interestedly vote for an increase in taxation to 

fund public education, while those without children in public schools would not share this self-interested motive 

(Cataldo and Holm 1983).  This theory has received limited support.  For example, Tedin et al. (2001) found that 

whites with a child enrolled in a large urban public school district were statistically significantly more likely to vote 

in favor of a bond that would fund that district.  This study replicates similar findings on the relationship between 

support for education funding via local taxation and having a child enrolled in a corresponding public school or 

district (Rasinski and Rosenbaum 1987). Given the literature on self-interest, child public school enrollment, and 

voter preference, along with recent data that shows that students from low-income families make up more than half 

of public school population (Southern Education Foundation Bulletin 2015), we might expect some low-income 

respondents with children to support the measure out of “self-interest” for their children’s education.   
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moral community” (ibid: 357).  For government regulation, Haidt (2012) explains that “liberals 

are most concerned about the rights of certain vulnerable groups…[while] [c]onservatives, in 

contrast, hold more traditional idea of liberty as the right to be left alone, as they often resent 

liberal programs that use government to infringe on their liberties in order to protect the groups 

that liberals care about most” (Haidt 2012: 212).   

In this context, the conservative most sacred value overlaps with the libertarian exaltation 

of liberty as a most sacred value, as conservatives fight to protect the tradition of economic 

liberty in the face of “redistributive taxation policies” (Iyer, Koleva, Graham, Ditto, and Haidt 

2012: 15).  For conservatives, part of preserving a moral community means promoting an ethic 

of self-disciplined market competition, and by extension the liberty to control earnings garnered 

from this competition.  Economic liberty is then a “tradition” that is used to “sustain a moral 

community” by helping to facilitate work ethic of self-discipline and ultimately promote 

distributional fairness (Haidt 2012: 210, 213).  This extends beyond fairness in market 

participation because it concerns government involvement in the redistribution of income, and in 

particular the belief that those who take advantage of the economic liberty to participate in the 

market should be afforded liberty with regards to the control of earnings (Haidt 2012: 210).  

Thus, conservatives should vote “No” in order to protect the tradition of economic liberty, 

thereby promoting a moral community, and liberals should vote “Yes” in order to provide funds 

public education which would benefit certain vulnerable populations.   

Finally, the literature on neoliberal and libertarian philosophies can help us understand 

economic reasoning across economic position and/or partisan affiliation (Centeno and Cohen 

2012).  Created by French intellectual Louis Rougier in 1938, the philosophy of “neoliberalism” 

is an extension of social Darwinism and as such prioritizes “fair” individual competition (e.g. 
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Foucault 2004; Amable 2011).  While neoliberals see state intervention that “reregulates” 

markets to foster fair individual competition as necessary, the aim of such intervention is to shift 

risk, achievement, and responsibility away from groups, institutions, and collective processes 

onto individuals so as to sustain and foster market order (e.g. Shamir 2008; Wacquant 2009; 

Amable 2011; Reich 2014).  From this perspective, the state would be justified in “reregulating” 

the market in order to foster market competition by funding investment in human capital 

(Amable 2011).  An important caveat in this philosophy is that public providers of human capital 

must be improved through market competition with private providers (Amable 2011; Hayek 

1960).  Thus, in order to improve market competition via economic reregulation that improves 

human capital, we would expect respondents across economic position and partisan affiliation 

who use one or both of these neoliberal philosophical justify supporting this measure.     

Finally, there is an exclusively libertarian belief about taxation as wasteful due to 

government inefficiency, which stems from their exaltation of economic liberty (Iyer, Koleva, 

Graham, Ditto, and Haidt 2012).  While this philosophy is similar to the intellectual tradition of 

neoliberalism, these two philosophies are distinct.  Whereas libertarian philosophy stresses the 

importance of freedom from government intervention in private affairs, the neoliberal philosophy 

stresses the importance of government action to maintain market order and individual-level 

responsibility.  While libertarian and conservative beliefs overlap in the domain of taxation and 

business regulation (Iyer, Koleva, Graham, Ditto, and Haidt 2012), the belief that government 

regulation is fundamentally inefficient is exclusively libertarian.  Given this rejection of 

government regulation, I expect those who express this exclusively libertarian belief in 

government inefficiency to vote against the measure across partisan affiliation and economic 

position.  
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Predictions for Voter Choice Rationales According to Economic Position and Partisan 

Affiliation  

 

In order to study voter reasoning I analyze respondent justifications of vote choice.  To 

refine the operationalization of voter reasoning via justification, I use what I call a “rationale.”  I 

define a “rationale” as any subject-specific iteration of a broader justification or reported motive.  

For this analysis there are three genres of rationales: “iterations of self-interest,” “iterations of 

partisan most sacred values,” and “iterations of economic philosophies.”  Within “iterations of 

self-interest,” I operationalized theory and data-driven rationales that should be specific to each 

level of the “economic position” independent variable.  Within “iterations of partisan most 

sacred values,” I operationalized theory and data-driven rationales that should be specific to each 

level of the “partisan affiliation” independent variable.  Within “iterations of economic 

philosophies,” I operationalized theory and data-driven rationales according to the literature on 

exclusively neoliberal or libertarian reasoning.   

I used the “self-interest” voting literature to code any rationale in which a respondent 

claimed to be voting to benefit himself materially as “self-interested.”  Drawing upon findings on 

economic incentives for taxpayers, I coded for two rationales: “Sales tax instead of property tax” 

and “Against economic burden.”  I expect low-income voters to use the “Against economic 

burden” rationale to justify “No” votes and high-income voters to use the “Sales tax instead of 

property tax” rationale to justify “Yes” votes.  I coded for the “Against economic burden” 

rationale when respondents explicitly reported voting “No” because of the economic burden that 

would be placed on them from the sales tax.  This means that I only used this code when 

respondents reported being against the sales tax specifically due to the tax’s economic burden.  

Thus, when respondents used phrases such as “I can’t afford it,” “it adds up,” or the tax would 

“hurt me” financially/economically, I coded for “Against economic burden” because these 
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express opposition to the tax based on conceptualizations of it as an economic burden.  I coded 

for the “Sales tax instead of property tax” rationale when respondents reported voting for the 

sales tax specifically to avoid paying more in property taxes for education.   

Additionally, three data-driven self-interested rationales emerged: “Benefits of economic 

growth,” “Reduce taxes and fees,” and “Improve education for respondent or respondent’s 

child.”  Due to the tenuous financial situation of low-income respondents, I expect them to 

prioritize preventing additional immediate costs, i.e. a continuation of the sales tax rate increase.  

Conversely, due to their more flexible economic position, I expect high-income respondents to 

accept immediate costs in order to achieve longer term gains.  Following this logic, I expect 

high-income respondents to use the “Benefits of economic growth” and “Improve education for 

respondent or respondent’s child” rationales, and low-income respondents to use the “Reduce 

taxes and fees” rationale.  While for previous measures I predicted that “Benefits of economic 

growth” would correspond with short-term self-interest, for this measure I predict it will 

correspond with long-term self-interest, and thus be used by high-income respondents, because 

for this case benefitting from economic growth would require the respondent endure an 

immediate material cost by foregoing a reduced tax rate.  I coded for “Reduce taxes and fees” 

when respondents explicitly attributed their vote on the measure to their desire to avoid or reduce 

taxes or other related fees, such as increased insurance premiums.  I only coded for this rationale 

when respondents did not report a desire to avoid these taxes or fees due to economic hardship or 

necessity.  Next, I coded for “Benefits of economic growth” when respondents reported voting in 

order to benefit themselves materially via economic growth spurred by an increase in the sales 

tax rate.  These benefits can be indirect, such as an increased state affluence which would, in the 

respondent’s mind, eventually materially benefit him.  These benefits can also be direct but 
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longer-term, such as eventual increased job opportunities or funding for social services that the 

respondent could receive in the future, such as social security.  Finally, I coded for “Improve 

education for respondent or respondent’s child” when respondents reported that they voted in 

order to benefit by improving the public education system for their children (or for themselves, if 

they were college students).   

I used the partisan most sacred value literature and its intersection with taxation to select 

and code for partisan most sacred value rationales.  Republicans should use at least one 

conservative rationale to justify “No” votes and Democrats should use at least one liberal 

rationale to justify “Yes” votes.   The primary liberal most sacred value is protecting the 

vulnerable or oppressed, which should manifest itself in a concern for protecting those who are 

threatened by a weakened public education system.  Three data-driven rationales emerged for 

liberals.  I coded for “Children” when respondents reported voting to benefit or protect children.  

I coded for “Impoverished/High Economic Vulnerability” when respondents reported voting to 

protect or benefit low-income families or children, or those who were especially economically 

vulnerable.  I coded for “Oppressed Racial/Minority Groups” when respondents reported voting 

in order to protect or benefit oppressed or marginalized minority racial and/or ethnic groups.  

The primary conservative most sacred value is to preserve the “traditions and 

institutions” that maintain a “moral community.”  In the case of taxation, this should manifest 

itself in a reported motive to protect the tradition of liberty for individual taxpayers, which would 

then help sustain a moral community.  I coded for “Taxpayer Liberty” when respondents 

explicitly reported voting to protect the “liberty” or “freedom” taxpayers from government 

interference.  It is important to note that libertarian and conservative beliefs overlap in this 

context, so this rationale is simultaneously libertarian and conservative.  Additionally, I coded 
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for two data-driven exclusively conservative rationales.  Many respondents reported seeing the 

government as an institution that was not trustworthy and therefore immoral.  Thus, I coded for 

“Distrust of Government Tax Rate” when respondents reported voting to stop the government 

from changing the sales tax rate due to a distrust of the government’s ability to refrain from 

continuing to raise the tax rate.  This reference to the government’s inability to control itself, thus 

making it immoral, provides evidence that the tradition of self-disciplined action helps determine 

the moral character of a community for conservatives.  I coded for “Distrust of Government 

Allocation of Money” when respondents reported voting due to their lack of trust that the 

government would spend the money as specified in the ballot measure.  This also provided 

evidence of a judgment of the government as immoral due to insufficient self-discipline, which 

can be seen in the perception that the government is unable to responsibly manage money by 

allocating it as promised.  The point of emphasis here is on the moral character of the 

government as an institution stemming back to a lack of self-discipline, rather than the libertarian 

concern for the inefficiency of government action in the face of individual liberty. Notice that the 

libertarian belief in government inefficiency is distinct because it does not involve supporting a 

moral community, but instead implies a perception of government performance as inferior 

relative to unregulated market institutions that require individual liberty.       

I operationalized the application of neoliberal beliefs to this measure with two different 

rationales. I coded for “Enhance Market Competition” when respondents reported voting in order 

to benefit or improve education so as to preserve or enhance market competition for individuals, 

businesses, the state of Arizona, and/or the United States.  A subsequent neoliberal belief is that 

public schools should be subject to market competition.  I coded for this, or “Public School 

Market Competition,” when respondents reported voting to support a system in which public 
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schools would compete with private providers.  Finally, we should expect to see an exclusively 

libertarian belief about regarding government regulation as fundamentally inefficient.  I coded 

for this libertarian rationale, “Government Inefficiency,” when respondents reported that their 

vote was motivated by a belief that government was inefficiently operating or spending money.    

QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS  

Research Question 1) How do economic position and partisan affiliation affect voter choice for 

Proposition 201 (2008)?  

 

High-income respondents should have voted “Yes” and low-income respondents should 

have voted “No.”  Furthermore, Democrats should have voted “Yes” and Republicans should 

have voted “No.”  The results for my respondents are below (see Table 22).  High-income 

Democrats largely followed the predictions, with 30/36 (83%) voting “Yes.”  This implies that 

economic position and partisan affiliation had relatively consistent and congruent effects for this 

group.  For high-income Republicans, 9/22 (41%) voted “Yes,” implying that when pitted 

against each other, partisan affiliation had a slightly stronger effect than economic position.  

Similarly, 18/20 (90%) low-income Democrats voted “Yes,” also implying that partisan 

affiliation had a much stronger effect than economic position.  Finally, 3/13 (23%) low-income 

Republicans voted “Yes,” which suggests that partisan affiliation and economic position had 

strong congruent effects.   
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Table 22.  Proposition 204 (2012): Predicted Vote by Economic Position/Partisan Affiliation 

Subset and Percentage “Yes” Vote for Sample Based on Self-Interest and Partisan Voting 

Theories 

Economic 

Position/Partisan 

Affiliation 

Predicted Vote Actual Vote 

(Majority) 

Respondent  

Prop 204 Yes 

Vote 

High-Income 

Democrats 

Yes Yes 30/36 (83%) 

High-Income 

Republicans 

Conflicting 

Predictions 

No 9/22 (41%) 

Low-Income 

Democrats 

Conflicting 

Predictions 

Yes 18/20 (90%) 

Low-Income 

Republicans 

No No 3/13 (23%) 

 

Economic Position 

 

 In order to investigate the effects of economic position on voter choice I used a Chi-

Squared test.  This is because both the independent and dependent variables are nominal.  

Table 23.  Proposition 204 (2012): Cross Tabulation and Chi-Squared Test for Vote Choice by 

Economic Position (n=91) 

 Vote Yes Vote No 

High-Income 39 19 

Low-Income 21 12 

Total 60 31 

 Calculated P>T 

Chi-Squared (1 DF) 0.1217 0.7272 

*p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test)  

 

As we can see, the effect for economic position was not statistically significant at a 95% 

confidence interval.  This means that for my non-randomly selected sample, economic position 

did not have to statistically significant effect on the likelihood that a respondent would vote 

“Yes” based on his income level.  This is largely because both high and low-income respondents 
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tended to vote “Yes.”  While this confirmed my predictions for high-income respondents, with 

39/58 (67%) voting “Yes,” my prediction for low-income voters did not hold as only 12/23 

(36%) voted “No.”  Such results suggest that there may be a strong effect of short-term self-

interest for high-income voters and only a weak effect for low-income voters, or that some other 

variable or variables are responsible for this variation, such as the long-term self-interest of low-

income respondents with children enrolled in public schools.  It is important to note that these 

statistical results are not generalizable.   

Partisan Affiliation 

To analyze the effects of partisan affiliation on voter choice I utilized a Chi-Squared test.  

This is because both the independent and dependent variables are nominal.  

Table 24.  Proposition 204 (2012): Cross Tabulation and Chi-Squared Test for Vote Choice by 

Partisan Affiliation (n=91) 

 Vote Yes Vote No 

Democrat 48 8 

Republican 12 23 

Total 60 31 

 Calculated P>T 

Chi-Squared (1 DF) 25.3626*** <.00001*** 

*p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed test)  

 

As we can see, the effect for partisan affiliation was statistically significant past a 99.9% 

confidence interval.  This means that for my non-randomly selected sample, partisan affiliation 

did have a statistically significant effect at an alpha of .05 on the likelihood that a respondent 

would vote “Yes” based on partisan affiliation.  In accordance with the predictions for liberals, 

Democrats were very likely to vote “Yes” (48/56, 86%).  Similarly, in accordance with 

predictions for conservatives, Republicans were fairly likely to vote “No” (23/35, 66%).  This 
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suggests partisan affiliation had a strong and consistent effect on vote choice for a majority of 

respondents.  

QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 

 

Research Question 2) What rationales emerged for voter choice and how do these rationales 

vary according to economic position and partisan affiliation?   

 

Predicted and Observed Rationales 

 

Among 91 respondents, there were 142 different instances of the use of a rationale.  I 

coded entire cases for rationales, which means that my coding only recorded if a respondent 

uttered a rationale, not how many times he referenced that rationale during the interview.  There 

was a total of three genres of rationales: “iterations of self-interest,” “iterations of partisan most 

sacred values,” and “iterations of economic philosophies.” Subsequently there were 14 different 

observed types of rationales: “iterations of self-interest” (5), “iterations of partisan most sacred 

values” (6), and “iterations of economic philosophies” (3).  Respondents utilized an average of 

1.56 different rationales per interview.   

There were five rationales for “self-interest”: Sales tax instead of property tax (1), 

Benefits of economic growth (9), Improve education for respondent or respondent’s child (9), 

Against economic burden (3), and Reduce taxes and fees (13).  For the “liberal most sacred 

value” there were three rationales: Children (37), Impoverished/High Economic Vulnerability 

(16), and Oppressed Racial/Minority Groups (4).  For the “conservative most sacred value” there 

were three rationales: Taxpayer Liberty (1), Distrust of Government Tax Rate (9), and Distrust of 

Government Allocation of Money (24).  For neoliberalism there were two rationales: Enhance 

Market Competition (5) and Public School Market Competition (2).  Finally, for exclusively 

libertarian beliefs there was one rationale: Government Inefficiency (9). 
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ECONOMIC POSITION 

 

According to my predictions, high-income voters should use the “Sales tax instead of 

property tax,” “Benefits of economic growth,” and “Improve education for respondent or 

respondent’s child” rationales to justify “Yes” votes.  Furthermore, I predict low-income voters 

to use the “Against economic burden” and “Reduce taxes and fees” rationales to justify “No” 

votes.  As we can see in Table 25 (below), the prediction for “Sales tax instead of property tax” 

received weak support, as there was only one case of an utterance, but the respondent was high-

income and used it to justify a “Yes” vote.  The predicted relationship between economic 

position, short-term self-interest, and vote choice were largely confirmed for “Benefits of 

economic growth,” as it was used in a majority of cases by high-income respondents (6/9) to 

support “Yes” votes (7/9).  Finally, the “Improve education for respondent or respondent’s child” 

was exclusively used to justify “Yes” votes and a majority of the cases were high-income 

respondents (7/9).  The prediction for “Against economic burden” was not confirmed, as it was 

exclusively used by high-income respondents.  The relationship to short-term self-interest for 

this rationale was supported as all of the utterance were used to justify “No” votes.  The 

prediction for “Reduce taxes and fees” was ultimately not supported, as a majority (8/13) 

instances were uttered by high-income respondents.  However, this rationale was closely linked 

with immediate self-interest, as 11/13 respondents who used it voted “No.”      
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Table 25.  Proposition 204 (2012): Respondent Utterances of Self-Interest Rationales by 

Economic Position and Vote Choice  

 

High 

Income 

Low 

Income 

Yes 

Vote 

No 

Vote 

Self-Interest: 

Against 

economic 

burden 3 0 
0 3 

Self-Interest: 

Reduce taxes 

and fees 8 5 
2 11 

Self-Interest: 

Benefits of 

economic 

growth 6 3 
7 2 

Self-Interest: 

Sales tax instead 

of property tax 1 0 
1 0 

Self-Interest: 

Improve 

education for 

respondent or 

respondent’s 

child 7 2 
9 0 

 

Predicted Vote and Self-Interest Rationales for High-Income Respondents 

12/38 (32%) high-income respondents who voted “Yes” employed a self-interested 

rationale.  11/12 of these respondents used a predicted rationale for this economic position/voter 

choice intersection.  Of these respondents, 5/11 utilized the “Benefits of economic growth” 

rationale, 1/11 “Sales tax instead of property tax” rationale, and 7/11 utilized the “Improve 

education for respondent or respondent’s child” rationale.  Furthermore, 9/11 of these 

respondents used liberal rationales in conjunction with their self-interested rationales, 1/11 used 

a neoliberal rationale, and 2/11 exclusively used a predicted self-interested rationale.   

Geoffrey, a high-income Democrat, was one of two respondents who solely utilized a 

self-interest rationale.  Both respondents explained that they voted out of a concern for 
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improving the public education system so that their children would benefit.  Geoffrey explained 

that he had something to gain “personally” as “my kids go to school, are going to 

school…Personally, I wanted to see the quality of education here improved.”  He continued, 

arguing that a “Yes” vote would be “taking care of my kids, making sure that they get the best 

education that is possible.”  He dismissed the economic burden of the continued sales tax rate 

increase as “not that big of a deal” and reiterated that “what motivated me was a better education 

for our kids and I guess that was it.  Just better education.”  Geoffrey’s use of this rationale 

reaffirms findings on parents’ self-interested voting as manifesting in support for tax rate 

increases that fund public education.  Geoffrey explained in his own words what was implied by 

the correlation found in previous quantitative work, namely the prioritization of improving his 

children’s education over the marginal cost of maintaining the sales tax rate.  Geoffrey assumed 

that this continued increased tax revenue would directly improve the quality of public education, 

which would then directly benefit his children, who were enrolled in public schools.  This, then, 

constituted a gain for the respondent by enabling him to “tak[e] care of my kids” via his vote on 

this ballot measure. 

The remainder of the respondents combined self-interested rationales with partisan most 

sacred value rationales.  Only one respondent voted for the sales tax because he understood it as 

regressive and thus a preventative measure against raising property taxes.  Terrance, a high-

income Democrat, explained that he had a material incentive to vote for this measure because “it 

would keep my taxes down…for property taxes.  So I did have something to gain there.  Take the 

one cent from everybody else that’s out there in society rather than hitting me as a homeowner.”  

He later reiterated that he was primarily motivated by “the fear of property tax.”  Terrance was 

also concerned with reaping the benefits of economic growth by funding education, as he 
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thought that funding public education would result in “more people to take care of me when I’m 

old [via] more tax dollars.”  However, Terrance supplemented these self-interested rationales 

with a liberal rationale, due to his reported motive to fund education in order to benefit a 

vulnerable group: children.  We can make this distinction because Terrance approximated that 

“90%” of his vote was “selfish.”  There was then some reported concern, in the respondent’s 

mind, for helping children as a group that was being exposed to the potential risk of lower public 

education funding if the measure failed.  Terrance explained that he was also concerned with 

providing “more money for a better education system, more opportunity for young people.”  He 

reaffirmed this by responding, when asked about voting to benefit “particular groups” in society, 

that he was concerned with “the benefit of the kids in the system.”  Thus, Terrance explained his 

vote as being primarily motivated by material self-interest.  He was concerned with keeping 

property taxes low and spreading the burden for education funding to “everybody else…in 

society,” as well as benefitting financially from an educated youth, who would provide more tax 

dollars to support public programs that he would depend upon in retirement.  Terrance also 

seemed to be concerned, although to a much lesser extent, with helping children in the public 

school system for their own benefit, given that their education funding was in jeopardy.   

 Finally, Shannon, a high-income Democrat, was the only respondent to utilize a 

neoliberal rationale in conjunction with a self-interest rationale.  He supplemented his account 

with liberal rationales as well.  Shannon used the neoliberal “Enhance Market Competition” 

rationale by connecting the quality of public education with the competitiveness of Arizona’s 

state economy.  “I mean the economy right now is all about innovation and disruptive thinking 

and being able to see things that don’t yet exist, and if we’re not doing a hell of a lot better job in 

investing in public education then we’re not even going to have a competitive advantage against 
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anybody on those measures in terms of where the economy’s going.”  In this line of reasoning, 

Shannon directly connected improving “investing in public education” with the competitiveness 

of Arizona’s state economy.  In particular, he was concerned about creating a “competitive 

advantage” for the state economy by improving the public school system.   

Shannon supplemented his concern for improving the competitiveness of Arizona’s 

economy by identifying how he stood to benefit from economic growth.  He explained that he 

was voting to benefit “personally only so far as…all Arizona residents benefit if we get out of 

49th or 50th place in public school funding.  You know, if we can get serious about public school 

funding as a state then we all benefit because it’ll improve our economy.  We’ll all have better 

wages and better salaries because we have a better education system.  So yes, in that sense it was 

personal.”  Here, Shannon clearly connected maintaining higher levels of public education 

funding with increasing economic growth, and subsequently wage growth.  The respondent was 

concerned with benefitting “personally” by creating an economic context in which he, along with 

the rest of society, would receive higher wages due to economic growth. 

 Shannon then explained that he was also concerned with increasing funding for public 

education because he wanted to help at-risk groups, in particular children and the economically 

vulnerable.  First, he explained that he was concerned with providing “more resources for school 

kids that would allow them to develop more.”  In particular, he was concerned with more than 

just “investing” in education, but in providing funding that would “allow schools to focus on the 

whole child.  I mean, what gets cut…because of budget cuts and shrinking revenues to school 

districts is the arts, counselors, PE, music.  And all of these things are absolutely important for 

children’s development, so I want those things back.”  Shannon then focused on enriching and 

protecting children from lower socioeconomic backgrounds, who were particularly vulnerable.  
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He explained that “there’s no moral case you can make except that we need to provide every 

child, regardless of their family’s income, with the top quality education, and we’re not doing 

that.”  Shannon elaborated, explaining that he was motivated by a sense of 

“fairness…because…a lot of families are working just as hard as me and my wife but can’t 

afford private school because they don’t have jobs that pay decent incomes.”  He concluded by 

claiming that he was especially motivated out of a concern for “working class families, poor 

families.  Families that absolutely have no other choice but the public schools.”  Thus, we saw 

Shannon intertwine a number of rationales.  First, he was concerned with improving the 

“competitive advantage” of Arizona’s economy, which he thought would then benefit him 

personally by eventually improving his wages.  However, his reasoning stretched beyond these 

economic rationales and drew upon the liberal most sacred value of acting to help vulnerable 

groups.  Shannon went so far as to frame public education funding as a “moral” issue because it 

would help public schools to develop and “enrich” the “whole child.”  His concern for protecting 

and improving the development of all children was heightened for those who were economically 

vulnerable as well, and had “no other choice than the public schools,” specifically seeking to 

benefit “working class” and “poor families.”   

Predicted Vote and Self-Interest Rationales for Low-Income Respondents 

For low-income respondents, 5/12 (41%) who voted “No” used a self-interested rationale.  

Of these, 4/5 used a predicted self-interested rationale. While all of these respondents used the 

“Reduce taxes and fees” rationale, surprisingly none of them used the “Against economic 

burden” rationale.  All five of these respondents used a self-interest rationale in combination 

with at least one conservative rationale, and one respondent used a libertarian rationale in 

conjunction with a self-interest rationale and a conservative rationale.   
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Wade, a low-income Republican, claimed to be voting to avoid taxes and fees and also 

employed the conservative “Distrust of Government Allocation of Money” rationale.  First, 

Wade was clear about the material incentive for his “No” vote.  “I was saving myself one cent 

every time I bought something.  Yeah, I felt like I was keeping what little money I had—I was 

keeping a little more of it in my pocket.”  He then shifted to the libertarian rationale of 

“Government Inefficiency.”  “I think there’s waste in government.  I think it’s horrible, I think 

it’s widespread.  And I just cannot in good conscience vote for a tax increase because I honestly 

believe it’s going to be squandered.”  In this rationale the continuation of the tax rate increase 

was not legitimate because the government was inefficient in its allocation of funds.  This belief 

that government waste was “widespread” then justified forgoing the continuation of the tax rate 

increase, implying a protection of individual economic liberty.  He repeated his rationale by 

explaining that “I guess you could say I was voting for people who buy stuff.  Consumers.”   

Wade then added to his rationales with a judgment about the moral character of 

government as an institution and its ability to honestly allocate taxpayer money.  First, he 

portrayed the government as dishonest, claiming that “they come up with propositions to try and 

sucker people into voting.  And they get you because it’s for the children, for the homeless, it’s 

for this, it’s for that—and it’s not.  It really isn’t.”  From this perspective, the government was 

not only wasteful as a market institution, but was also greedy and intentionally deceptive.  Wade 

explained that the source of this immorality was greedy and incompetent policymakers.  “[Taxes] 

go into their pockets.  I think people get rich off of these taxes…I feel like the money is 

mismanaged.  And maybe it’s not being stolen, per se, but it’s being mismanaged.”  He 

concluded by explaining that “I feel threatened by the government, that they’re just trying to 

extort more and more money out of me.”  According to the respondent, the government created 
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misleading propositions to justify tax hikes that funded wasteful government spending and 

profiteering policymakers.  All of this activity then amounted to government attempts to “extort 

more and more money out of me.”  Thus, Wade seemed to be responding to a material incentive 

as well as utilize a conservative rationale.   

Against Predicted Vote and Self-Interest Rationales for High-Income Respondents 

10/19 (53%) high-income respondents voted “No” and used an unpredicted self-interest 

rationale, and 1/19 voted “No” and used a predicted self-interest rationale.  This means that 

11/19 (58%) of high-income respondents who voted “No” used a self-interest rationale.  The one 

case of a predicted rationale was “Benefits of economic growth.”  Of the ten respondents who 

went against predictions for vote choice and rationale use, 3/10 used the “Against economic 

burden” rationale and 7/10 used the “Reduce taxes and fees” rationale. Of these 11 respondents, 

none used a self-interest rationale alone.  Instead, 10/11 supplemented their self-interested 

rationale with a conservative rationale, 5/11 used a libertarian rationale, and 3/11 used at least 

one conservative rationale as well as the exclusively libertarian rationale.  None of these 

respondents used neoliberal or liberal rationales.     

Charlie, a high-income Republican, used the “Benefits of economic growth” rationale 

along with the conservative “Distrust of Government Tax Rate” rationale.  The respondent, who 

owned and operated an art business located in Tucson, misperceived the potential continuation of 

the sales tax rate increase as only applying to Tucson.  He reasoned that with high enough taxes 

“you get to the point where we have people now that are [leaving] town to buy stuff.  Marana [a 

nearby suburb] is close enough or somebody else is close enough that if it saves me one or two 

percent on a big ticket item I’ll go over there and get it.”  He then discussed the implications of 

this for his business.  Charlie claimed that he voted “No” because “I was kinda thinking about 
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business.  You want to bring people to the area for me…I’m looking for that inroad to have more 

people coming through [Tucson] that are artsy fartsy and stuff like that.”  In this line of thought, 

Charlie clearly reasoned that he was voting against the ballot measure in order to keep the sales 

tax rate low in order to attract more customers to Tucson for his business.  If taxes in Tucson 

were too high, then Charlie believed those looking to purchase art would avoid Tucson, which 

would then lower his revenue.  Charlie supplemented his reported self-interested motive with the 

conservative “Distrust of Government Tax Rate” rationale.  “If you just keep adding more 

tax…[the government] starts getting the money but they don’t know how to give up the 

money…Once they are addicted to it they can’t stop spending it and stop using it, so to me it was 

just another way to add something on.”  Here, Charlie expressed his distrust at the government’s 

ability to maintain a responsible tax rate.  Drawing upon the conservative most sacred value of 

attempting to support a moral community, the respondent judged the government as immoral and 

unworthy, in that it was “addicted” to increasing tax rates.  This interpretation seems to draw 

upon the conservative moral traditions of individual self-control and discipline, as the Charlie 

judged the government to be untrustworthy due to his perception of it as not knowing “how to 

give up the money.”  From this perspective, the government lacked self-discipline in that it 

“can’t stop spending” and so, out of addiction to spending, was just looking for a way to spend 

more money by unnecessarily raising taxes.  Charlie, then, reported voting “No” in order to 

materially benefit from economic growth in Tucson as well as to prevent the government from 

acting immorally by continuing to fuel its addiction to spending. 

  Greg, a high-income Democrat, used the “Reduce taxes and fees” rationale in 

conjunction with the libertarian “Government Inefficiency” rationale.  The respondent began by 

discussing his reported material motive for voting “No.”  He explained that he was concerned 
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about maintain the tax rate increase because “the more taxes I paid the less money went to my 

pocket.”  He quickly shifted to a line of reasoning concerning government efficiency.  “I have a 

tendency to vote against boom taxes or community taxes [because]…I think that government and 

government agencies should be able to budget and do the job with what they have.”  He 

continued, reporting that he was motivated to vote “No” because he was “tired of politicians 

having a mindset that more money is going to fix education.  We’ve tried that for decades and I 

don’t believe that it has worked.  I think upgrading and improving our standards [for] 

administrators would be a better solution.”  Notice here that there was no judgment about self-

discipline, but rather about efficiency.  Greg was concerned with government efficiency and 

reported voting to try to force “government agencies” and “administrators” to be more efficient.  

This line of reasoning implies that expanding the government would increase inefficiency, 

making it an inferior alternative to protecting economic liberty.  Thus, Greg reported being 

motivated to reject the continued tax rate increase by his belief that the solution to improving 

education was to prevent further government funding and thereby further inefficiency. 

Toby, a high-income Democrat, expressed a distrust of the government’s control of the 

tax rate in combination with a self-interested concern for paying less taxes.  The respondent’s 

discussion of his self-interest was brief, as the he mentioned in passing that the only thing he had 

to gain from voting “No” was “just less taxes…I didn’t wanna pay any more taxes on the sales 

tax.”  He then employed the conservative rationale of “Distrust of Government Tax Rate.”  Toby 

explained that “more than [a tax increase]” he was concerned about “a spiraling out of control of 

a penny here, and a penny there, and a penny, and a penny and penny.  Pretty soon we’ll be 

paying 28%...I think 8% is more than enough.”  He continued.  “I think they’re gonna hit us 

again, and it’s gonna be again and again…I think I vote just because I realized we gotta put a 
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stop to the tax, period.”  Once again we saw a respondent employ appeal to the conservative 

traditions of individual discipline and self-control to judge government action concerning fiscal 

responsibility and policy as immoral.  While the respondent was concerned with paying less 

taxes, he was primarily trying to take a principled stand against the presumably immoral 

government, which the respondent saw as being unable to exercise self-control with regard to the 

tax rate.  This was most clearly evidenced by the respondent’s characterization of his fear of the 

tax rate “spiraling out of control.”  In this light, the government was immoral and untrustworthy 

because it did not have the discipline to maintain a responsible tax rate and instead was 

characterized as being prone to lacking self-control, and possibly motivated by greed. 

 Surprisingly, only high-income respondents used the “Against economic burden” 

rationale.  Morris, a high-income Republican, used this self-interested rationale in combination 

with the conservative “Distrust of Government Tax Rate” and “Distrust of Government 

Allocation of Money” rationales.  First, Morris reported his economic incentive for this “No” 

vote.  He perceived the potential continuation of the increased tax rate as “loss” for him.  

Furthermore, he described this cost as a burden.  “One cent on every dollar.  It adds up.”  This 

conceptualization made Morris’ perception of the economic incentive distinct from simply 

avoiding perpetuating the tax rate increase because of his added language of the financial burden.  

Not only did he not want to spend the extra money, he wanted to avoid this “loss” because of the 

burden it would create, as “it adds up.”  Morris supplemented this account with conservative 

rationales.  In addition to the economic concerns, he expressed his distrust regarding the 

government’s ability to maintain a responsible tax rate.  “Does one penny make a difference?  

Maybe, maybe not.  All of a sudden you have an 11 cent sales tax [up from 5.6 cents].”  Morris 

added to this perception with his distrust of the government’s allocation of tax funds.  He 
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reported that he was motivated to vote “No” because of “the absence of control…the notion that 

it was just additional revenue.  Raising money for the state so they could do whatever the fuck 

they wanted to, under the guise that it was dedicated to something that it wasn’t really dedicated 

to.”  Once again, these concerns came down to a perception that the government could not be 

trusted to responsibly allocate funds.  The respondent perceived that there was an “absence of 

control” in the government’s management of tax dollars.  This moral undertone implies a 

conservative belief in collective morality as tied to the tradition of individual self-control and 

discipline. 

Against Predicted Vote and Self-Interest Rationales for Low-Income Respondents 

 4/21 (19%) low-income respondents who voted “Yes” used at least one self-interested 

rationale.  Only one of these respondents used a predicted self-interested rationale while the 

other three respondents used unpredicted self-interest rationales.  Three respondents used a self-

interest rationale in conjunction with a liberal rationale, and one of these used a liberal rationale 

and a neoliberal rationale.  The fourth respondent used a self-interest rationale alone.  No other 

rationales were used by respondents in conjunction with unpredicted self-interested rationales.   

 Willard, a low-income Democrat, reported being motivated only by the material benefits 

of the economic growth that would be spurred by a better educated populace.  “The more 

educated we are the better the country will be.”  He admitted “maybe it’s selfish…it gives me 

better healthcare, new medications.”  Here, Willard saw improved education as directly linked to 

economic growth, which resulted in a higher standard of living for the respondent. 

 Two respondents, both low-income Democrats, used the “Improve education for 

respondent or respondent’s child” rationale.  In both of these cases the respondents combined the 

self-interested rationale with the liberal “Children” rationale.  Darren explained that he was not 
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concerned with the economic impact of the tax hike (“it’s a penny…stop being cheap”), but 

instead was concerned with improving his children’s education.  “My kids had more to gain…so 

because of my kids I had something to gain…My kids had something to gain ‘cause if they have 

quality teachers…then they have a shot.”  However, this quickly ballooned into a concern for all 

children, as he explained that was voting to “give…kids a shot…[and] opportunities to change 

the future.”  He elaborated, identifying “children” as a specific group that would be affected by 

this measure and claimed that he was voting “for my children and for everyone.”  Once again, 

we saw a respondent who identified children as a group whose services would be impacted by 

this measure and thus reported voting to help these children, including his own. 

 Finally, Roland, a low-income Republican, reported voting out of self-interest to avoid 

increased taxes and benefit from economic growth—as well as reported voting to help protect the 

economically vulnerable and improve market competition.  First, Roland explained that his vote 

was split “50% [for myself]/50% [for society].”  In terms of self-interested voting, the 

respondent thought that he would benefit “financially.  If you put out a better worker, 

productivity goes up, wages go up, taxes go down.”  Here we saw that Roland was concerned 

with helping the economic growth of the country, which he perceived as eventually leading to 

specific benefits for himself and others, such as higher wages and lower taxes.  The respondent 

then elaborated that part of his vote was out of concern for “the underprivileged” in order to 

“break that vicious cycle.  If you’re underprivileged and all you know is welfare and food stamps 

and underachieving, that’s all you’re going to know.”  Here, Roland clearly identified the 

economically vulnerable as a group that was stuck in a difficult socioeconomic position and 

needed special assistance, via continued increased public education funding, in order to improve 

their situation and “break that vicious cycle.”  He concluded by employing a neoliberal belief of 
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improving market competition.  Roland argued that he was voting to help build a “stronger 

workforce” which would “export more of our product outward.  And I think when we put things 

out in the world like we did back in the 50s and 60s…more money would be coming in.”  He 

continued, explaining that “if we put out a good product and we put out a good person that is 

skilled…I think that would do us a lot better.”  Here, Roland was clearly concerned with the 

economic viability of the United States as a power in the global marketplace.  For Roland, the 

key to sustaining or improving America’s ability to compete in the global marketplace was to 

have a better educated workforce, which would then use its higher level of skills and knowledge 

to increase trade revenues.  The key for the respondent was the neoliberal link between funding 

education and increasing competitive advantage in the marketplace.   

Self-Interest Discussion 

Building on the third chapter, I found that there were some respondents who reported 

voting solely out of economic self-interest.  However, they constituted a minority of my cases of 

respondents who employed self-interest rationales.  Instead, as in the previous three chapters, 

respondents frequently paired self-interest rationales with conservative or liberal rationales.  The 

most surprising findings here were that only high-income respondents reported voting out of an 

economic burden and that only one respondent reported voting in order to maintain or lower 

property taxes.  My findings inconsistently support the links in the literature between short-term 

self-interest, voter position on fiscal policy, and education funding.  Furthermore, while a 

majority of low-income respondents defied the economic position prediction and voted “Yes,” a 

higher proportion of those who reported voting out of self-interest voted “No,” as predicted 

(5/12, 41% self-interested low-income “No” voters versus 4/21, 19% self-interested low-income 

“Yes” voters).  To summarize, these findings offer some support to voter utility maximization 
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theories (e.g. Downs 1957), and expand on quantitative findings on the link between short-term 

self-interested voting and support for tax rate increase initiatives (for a summary see Sears and 

Funk 1991).  Furthermore, they build on findings from previous chapters to suggest respondents 

frequently supplement self-interested reasoning with partisan reasoning.   

PARTISAN AFFILIATION 

 

According to my predictions Democratic voters should use the “liberal most sacred 

value” to justify “Yes” votes in the form of three rationales: Children, Impoverished/High 

Economic Vulnerability, and Oppressed Racial/Minority Groups.  Conversely, I predict that 

conservatives would use three iterations of the “conservative most sacred value” to justify “No” 

votes: Taxpayer Liberty, Distrust of Government Tax Rate, and Distrust of Government 

Allocation of Money.  As we can see below (Table 26), my predictions held up for “Children,” 

as this rationale was exclusively used to justify a “Yes” vote and was used in a vast majority of 

cases (33/37) by Democratic respondents.  These findings also held for “Impoverished/High 

Economic Vulnerability” (13/16 Democrats, 16/16 Yes vote) and “Oppressed Racial/Minority 

Groups” (4/4 Democrat, 4/4 Yes vote).  My prediction for “Taxpayer Liberty” held but was very 

weakly supported, as it was only used by one respondent.  There was much more robust support 

for my predictions about “Distrust of Government Tax Rate” (8/9 Republican, 9/9 No vote) and 

“Distrust of Government Allocation of Money” (19/24 Republican, 24/24 No vote). 
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Table 26.  Proposition 204 (2012): Respondent Utterances of Partisan Most Sacred Value 

Rationales by Partisan Affiliation and Vote Choice  

 Democrat Republican 

Yes 

Vote 

No 

Vote 

Liberal: Children 33 4 37 0 

Liberal: 

Impoverished/High 

Economic 

Vulnerability 13 3 16 0 

Liberal: Oppressed 

Racial/Minority 

Groups 4 0 4 0 

Conservative: 

Distrust of 

Government Tax 

Rate 1 8 0 9 

Conservative: 

Distrust of 

Government 

Allocation of 

Money 5 19 0 24 

Conservative: 

Taxpayer liberty 0 1 0 1 

 

Predicted Vote and Partisan Most Sacred Value Rationales for Democrats 

 

 38/48 (79%) Democrats who voted “Yes” used at least one liberal rationale.  Of these 38 

respondents, 27 used only one liberal rationale and 11 used two or more liberal rationales in 

conjunction.  Furthermore, for this subset, 33 respondents used the “Children” rationale, 13 used 

the “Impoverished/High Economic Vulnerability” rationale, and four used the “Oppressed 

Racial/Minority Groups” rationale.  None of these respondents used a libertarian or conservative 

rationale, and four used at least one liberal rationale along with one neoliberal rationale.  Finally, 

30 of these respondents used a liberal rationale without a self-interest rationale.  

 Randy, a high-income Democrat, used the “Impoverished/High Economic Vulnerability” 

and “Oppressed Racial/Minority Groups” rationales.  He began by explaining that he voted 

“Yes” in order to “provide people with opportunities…Give everybody a fair shake.  People that 
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don’t come from affluent, educated households—let’s help them compete for jobs and so on.”  

This rationale expressed the respondent’s desire to help students whose career trajectories are 

vulnerable due to their parents’ lack of economic and formal cultural capital.  Randy continued, 

explaining that he voted to “support public education [because of] my concern for low-income 

people and their right to have a quality public education.”  The respondent expressed his belief 

that low-income students’ futures were dependent upon the quality of public education; 

therefore, providing more funding for public education was a way of giving these 

socioeconomically vulnerable children a “fair shake” and opportunity to succeed. Notice that 

protecting this vulnerable group was a moral issue for the respondent, who saw it as needing to 

be treated fairly, or “right,” by providing adequate public education.  The respondent, then, 

reported this desire to protect and benefit the economically vulnerable as a motive for his “Yes” 

vote.  Randy subsequently transitioned into a discussion of voting to help disadvantaged minority 

groups: 

Low-income tends to overlap with Mexican Americans and Native Americans…An attack on 

low-income people tends to impact more non-white people than white people…There tends to be 

a racist element to cutting programs for the poor…The folks on the reservation need education.  

They have been beaten up so bad for so many centuries that society as a whole needs to treat 

them better.  Let’s fund public education. 

 

 Here, Randy described how he saw historically disadvantaged minority groups as especially 

vulnerable and in need of increased funding for public education.  Thus, the respondent reported 

not only voting to help the economically vulnerable, but also as an attempt to improve the 

circumstances of vulnerable ethnic and racial groups who would be especially at risk if public 

education did not receive the funding it needed.   

 Oscar, a low-income Democrat, used the “Children” rationale alone.  First, he explained 

how public schools were in jeopardy.   “I personally know that the schools are in really dire 
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shape, they have been for years and years.  And it seems like the legislature just wants to keep 

cutting it, so I think it’s very important that we have something in place that protects the public 

schools from that kind of cutting all the time.”  From this perspective, the public school system 

was constantly under threat and needed to have its funding protected.  The respondent then 

explained that protecting this public service was important because it helped children, whose 

economic future depended on the quality of education they received.  “When you have more 

funding for school, specifically more funding for teachers, you’re going to have better quality 

teachers [and] better quality education, which means that your students are going to be able to 

get into college, which means they’re going to get those high paying jobs…Otherwise the 

alternative is we all just work at McDonalds.”  He elaborated.  “The kids are going to benefit.  It 

seems really wrong to be shortchanging our kids just so we can save a couple of bucks.”  Oscar, 

then, saw education funding as directly tied to student performance, which affected children’s 

occupational prospects.  This was a moral issue for the respondent, because “shortchanging our 

kids” by not protecting public education “seems really wrong.”  Thus, the respondent understood 

protecting public services for a vulnerable group as a moral issue, which he then reported as 

motivating his “Yes” vote. 

 Terence, a low-income Democrat, used the liberal “Children” rationale in conjunction 

with the neoliberal “Public School Market Competition” rationale.  He began by explaining that 

he was voting for “our children, our kids.”  The respondent specifically thought that it was 

important that “people are getting a better education, probably a little bit better than I got.”  He 

elaborated, arguing that “the gifted, the children who have special needs, every student should 

have that opportunity to get the best quality education whatever way.”  Funding education was 

especially important because if we did not “we would have been in the same status quo that we 
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are in now…large schools, large class rooms, and teachers [that are] overwhelmed.”  The 

respondent then drew on a neoliberal frame that public schools needed to compete in the 

marketplace to cast a positive light on private providers of education.  “I think we should have 

quality education and I’m glad they have a lot more choices than when I was a kid—that people 

can go online or they can go homeschooling or charter schools.”  Thus, the respondent supported 

private options as a way to improve the educational services provided to all children.  These 

private options provided “more choices” which then allowed “every student” the “opportunity to 

get the best quality education whatever way.”  From this perspective, funding public education in 

order to improve its quality was morally desirable, as something that “should” be done.  This 

improvement of public education was also, in the respondent’s mind, taking place through a 

marketplace of educational providers. 

 Finally, Loren, a high-income Democrat, echoed Shannon in tying in a liberal rationale 

with a neoliberal rationale of “Enhance Market Competition.”  Unlike Shannon, Loren did not 

link the benefits of this market competition to his material interests.  Instead, Loren was 

primarily concerned with helping children.  For the respondent, the problem was that the state 

was “cutting funding as opposed to increasing funding to try to help [improve education].”  A 

better public education system was important to Loren “for the sake of the children…I’m 

worried that they’re not getting a good education.”  Subsequently, it was important to fund 

education because “we need educated people to continue to grow generally and compete in the 

world.”  Thus, funding education was important for the intrinsic value of helping a group that 

was vulnerable, as well as increasing the competitiveness of the United States in the global 

marketplace.   
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Predicted Vote and Partisan Most Sacred Value Rationales for Republicans 

 Out of 23 Republicans who voted “No,” 22 (96%) used a conservative rationale.  Out of 

these respondents, eight used the “Distrust of Government Tax Rate” rationale, 19 used the 

“Distrust of Government Allocation of Money,” and one used the “Taxpayer Liberty” rationale.  

Furthermore, 10 of these respondents used at least one conservative rationale without any self-

interest rationales.  Finally, none of these respondents used liberal rationales or neoliberal 

rationales, and six used a libertarian rationale.   

 Freddie, a low-income Republican, used the “Distrust of Government Tax Rate” and the 

“Distrust of Government Allocation of Money” alone.  He began by expressing his distrust for 

the government’s control of the tax rate.  “One cent is just an excuse.  They going to keep 

tacking on one cent.”  He continued, explaining that “I was thinking in the long term.  It said [the 

tax increase was] temporary and it’s not going to be temporary….this is just the first step.”  Once 

again, we saw a respondent perceive the government as being untrustworthy and deceptive due 

to its lack of self-control.  In the respondent’s mind, the government’s control of the tax rate 

could not be trusted because an incremental increase was “just an excuse” that would lead to 

continued tax hikes.  Freddie then discussed his distrust of government allocation of taxpayer 

funds, insisting that the government was not being truthful in how it would spend the additional 

revenue.  “Either you tell use exactly what we’re going to put it towards or just don’t [raise the 

tax rate]…[The ballot measure was] so large and encompassing in what it said it would cover 

that…I didn’t believe that.”  Once more, this framework of distrust and collective immorality 

stemmed from a belief in maintaining traditions of individual discipline and self-control.  In the 

respondent’s eyes, the government was immoral because it “would just keep trying more and 

more and more, and this is just the first step.”  This lack of self-control seemed to be tied into a 
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perception of the government as dangerously powerful and potentially greedy.  Freddie 

explained that he could not trust the government to refrain from raising the tax rate because “a 

government that’s big enough to give you everything you need is big enough to take away 

everything.”  Thus, the power asymmetry between the government and its citizens created the 

possibility for an abuse of that power via a greedy governmental pursuit of increased taxpayer 

funds.  This ballot measure was then an expression of the government’s lack of self-control and 

subsequent proclivity to abuse its power over individuals. 

 Tyler, a low-income Republican, expressed his desire to protect taxpayer liberty.  He 

explained that by voting “No” “I felt we had to gain more personal freedom.”  Tyler elaborated, 

stating that he was motivated by the “Bill of Rights,” which maintained “the supremacy of the 

individual over the group.”  This led him to support “anything that will get off this dependence 

on government and get us back to an individual mandate.”  This was a clear example of the 

“Taxpayer Liberty” rationale, as Tyler rejected control of the individual by the government via 

maintaining the tax rate and thus supported “the supremacy of the individual over the group,” 

which would increase “personal freedom.” 

 Finally, Edward, a high-income Republican, combined the Libertarian concern with 

government efficiency with a distrust of the government’s control of the tax rate.  Edward began 

by insisting that maintaining the tax rate increase was not necessary if the government operated 

efficiently.  “I feel like there’s so much wasted money out there and I didn’t feel like it was 

necessary for them to take more of our money.”  He then summarized his “No” vote as motivated 

by his belief that “I didn’t think they needed any more of my money to do their job.  I think they 

should do their job…I know teachers, I think they’re paid well.”  Here the problem was that 

government workers were not operating efficiently and were not cost effective.  The respondent 
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continued, insisting that “I don’t think that people need to pay more money for the teachers to do 

their jobs.”  Notice that for the respondent the problem was the inefficiency of public sector 

workers.  While this issue ultimately boiled down to tax payer liberty, as Edward used this 

inefficiency as a way to justify rejecting a continuation of the tax rate increase, I did not code for 

“Taxpayer Liberty” because the respondent did not explicitly state that he was concerned with 

liberty or freedom.  Edward then expressed distrust of the government’s allocation of funds.  “I 

don’t trust that the money goes to the children…I see a lot of things at schools.  I see schools that 

have way too many administrators and not enough teachers, and it gets old.”  The judgment here 

was that schools, and by extension administrators, could not be trusted to spend the money they 

were provided with appropriately because they lacked the discipline to responsibly manage 

public education funding.  This moral judgment of school administrator trustworthiness and 

discipline combined with a judgment about the fundamental inefficiency and cost ineffectiveness 

of teachers then justified the respondent’s rejection of the continuation of the tax rate increase.  

Against Predicted Vote and Partisan Most Sacred Value Rationales for Democrats 

Out of eight Democrats who voted “No,” six (75%) used a conservative rationale.  Of 

these, one used the “Distrust of Government Tax Rate” rationale and five used the “Distrust of 

Government Allocation of Money” rationale.  None of these respondents used more than one 

conservative rationale.  Furthermore, three used the Libertarian rationale, one used a Libertarian 

rationale in conjunction with a conservative rationale and a self-interest rationale, and three used 

a conservative rationale without a self-interest rationale.   All three of the respondents who used 

a conservative rationale without a self-interested rationale employed the “Distrust of 

Government Allocation of Money” rationale alone. 
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Luke, a high-income Democrat, did not trust how the government would spend the tax 

revenue.  He cryptically explained that he thought the money would really go to “special interest 

groups.”  The government would then be able to divert the money due to its lack of transparency.  

“The 1% sales tax, where’s that really going?  I think that [the Democratically controlled] 

Tucson [city government] is notorious for it, not doing with the money what it was designated 

for, or hiding it.  There should be transparency.”  He continued, summarizing his “No” vote as 

motivated by his belief that “there were special interest groups behind this one.  I didn’t think it 

was a good thing.”  When asked to explain what these “special interest groups” were, he 

responded that “we’re still a Republican state here.  It’s hard to say because there are so many of 

them.”  This led him Luke back to insisting that tax revenue “wasn’t really going where it’s 

gonna be designated for,” and that “a lot of these people that put the measures on the ballot, they 

have ulterior motives, and you don’t always know what they are.”  This perspective implied a 

sort of collusion between those who initiated ballot measures and government administrators 

who were responsible for allocating tax revenue.  While these rationales seemed to stem from the 

respondent’s distrust of Republican politicians, he still employed a conservative moral 

framework in which the collective morality of the government was evaluated using individual 

self-control and discipline of its employees.  Luke was clear in expressing a distrust for Tucson’s 

city government as well, which has historically been, and at the time of the interview was, 

controlled by Democrats.  This then implied a broader perception of the politicians from both 

parties as lacking the discipline and self-control to correctly and honestly spend tax payer 

money.   
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 Against Predicted Vote and Partisan Most Sacred Value Rationales for Republicans 

Out of 12 Republicans who voted “Yes,” five (42%) used a liberal rationale.  Four used 

the “Children” rationale, three used the “Impoverished/High Economic Vulnerability” rationale, 

zero used the “Oppressed Racial/Minority Groups” rationale, and two used the “Children” and 

“Impoverished/High Economic Vulnerability” rationales in conjunction.  Furthermore, two used 

a neoliberal rationale and one used a neoliberal rationale in conjunction with a liberal rationale 

and self-interest rationales.   

Ira, a high-income Republican, wanted to protect children in general and especially 

economically vulnerable children.  He summarized his vote as being motivated by “affordability 

for kids to be able to go to college.”  The respondent elaborated, explaining that “I think it should 

be equal.  It shouldn’t be just rich kids that can have a good education.”  The participant was 

particularly responsive to the part of the ballot measure that claimed the tax revenues would go 

to support higher education costs.  In the respondent’s mind, all college students were especially 

vulnerable to college costs.  This meant that state funding for higher education needed to be 

protected in order to provide “affordability for kids to be able to go to college.”  This was 

particularly important because “kids shouldn’t have to graduate with so much debt” and “it 

shouldn’t be just rich kids that can have a good education.”  Here, the respondent was concerned 

first and foremost with college students in general as vulnerable group that might not be able to 

afford college without the assistance of additional taxpayer funding.  This concern was amplified 

for students who were highly vulnerable economically and would graduate with an unfair 

amount of student debt, or “so much debt,” if the measure did not pass.  For the respondent, it 

was important that students who were not from affluent families could also “have a good 
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education.”  Thus, affordability was a concern for all students, but was of particular concern for 

students from lower earning households. 

Partisanship Discussion 

 I found that a majority of Democrats (48/56, 86%) fit the partisan affiliation prediction by 

voting “Yes.”  Meanwhile, a majority of Republicans (66%, 23/35) fit the partisan affiliation 

prediction by voting “No.”  Respondents who voted in the predicted direction consistently used 

predicted partisan most sacred value rationales.  38/48 (79%) Democrats who voted “Yes” used at 

least one liberal rationale and 22/23 (96%) Republicans who voted “No” used at least one predicted 

conservative rationale.  Contrary to previous chapters, liberal rationales less consistently predicted 

voter choice than partisan affiliation: 43/60 (72%) “Yes” voters used a liberal rationale while 48/60 

(80%) “Yes” votes were Democrats.  However, conservative rationales were a better predictor of 

vote choice than partisan affiliation, as 28/31 (90%) “No” voters used a conservative rationale 

while 23/31 (74%) “No” votes were Republicans.  Regardless, voters consistently paired predicted 

vote choice with predicted partisan most sacred value rationales.  This finding builds on results 

from previous chapters on the confluence of partisan most sacred value rationales and vote choice.  

These findings contribute to the literature on vote choice and policy evaluation (e.g. Lau and 

Redlawsk 2006; Ansolabehere et al. 2008; Baldassarri 2012; Brooks and Manza 2013; Lodge and 

Taber 2013) by providing evidence that voter reasoning draws upon partisan most sacred values 

(e.g. Haidt 2012). 

DISCUSSION 

Supplementary Analysis: Neoliberalism  

Across all of my respondents, only 6/91 (7%) used at least one neoliberal rationale.  All 

of these respondents voted “Yes,” as predicted, meaning that 10% (6/60) of “Yes” voters used at 
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least one neoliberal rationale.  Each observed neoliberal rationale was utilized across partisan 

affiliation and economic position, which provides weak support to claims by scholars such as 

Centeno and Cohen (2012) that neoliberal reasoning spans class and party.   

In terms of popular iterations of neoliberalism, there were five cases of the “Enhance 

Market Competition” neoliberal rationale and two cases of the neoliberal “Public School Market 

Competition” rationale.  In all of these cases expect one, respondents paired at least one 

neoliberal rationale with at least one liberal rationale.  Owen, a high-income Republican, used 

only neoliberal rationales, and employed them both.  This respondent prioritized private 

competition with public schools at the expense of teachers unions.  “The teacher’s union has 

ruined schools here [because] you can’t get rid of the bad ones.  It’s terrible…I think we need 

vouchers and kids need to go to what school works for them.  We’re protecting a class of people 

that have gotten remarkably bad.  I mean, I know there’s some good teachers out there, but 

there’s a whole lot of them that should not be teaching.  They’re terrible.”  From this perspective, 

competition from charter schools, in the form of vouchers, would push public schools to operate 

more effectively, ideally by doing away with teachers’ unions.  These unions were dangerous 

because they undermined the quality of education by “protecting” teachers who “have gotten 

remarkably bad.”  Thus, market competition for public schools would drive public education 

reform and spur the hiring of more competent teachers.  Owen continued, explaining that it was 

important to protect public education funding while simultaneously reforming public education 

curriculum.  He argued that “we need to bring back mining and manufacturing…We don’t teach 

welding or woodworking in high school like when I was a kid, so we now have a shortage of 

plumbers, electricians, and dry-wallers because we don’t teach that kind of thing.”  Public 

schools had undermined market competition by creating a shortage of essential workers due to 
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their focus on “higher education…everyone thinks they’re going to be a computer programmer.”  

In the respondent’s mind, private competition would push public schools to get rid of teachers’ 

unions, which would then lead to curriculum reform that would enhance market competition by 

responding to the shortage of blue collar laborers in the economy.    

Table 27. Proposition 204 (2012): Respondent Utterances of Neoliberal Rationales by Partisan 

Affiliation, Income Level, and Vote Choice 

 

High 

Income 

Low 

Income Democrat Republican 

Yes 

Vote 

No 

Vote 

Neoliberal: 

Enhance Market 

Competition 4 1 3 2 5 0 

Neoliberal: Public 

School Market 

Competition 1 1 1 1 2 0 

 

Supplementary Analysis: Libertarianism  

 

As we can see below (Table 28), across all of my respondents, 9/91 (10%) used the 

libertarian rationale. As predicted, all of these respondents voted “No,” meaning 29% (9/31) of 

“No” voters used this rationale.  Surprisingly, one third of the cases were Democrats.  Seven of 

these respondents paired the libertarian rationale with at least one conservative rationale, and six 

of these respondents were Republicans.  The only two instances of the libertarian rationale being 

used without partisan most sacred value rationales were Democrats.  Furthermore, only one of 

these respondents used the libertarian rationale alone. 

Alton, a high-income Democrat, used only the exclusively libertarian rationale.  This 

respondent justified his “No” vote by arguing that it would “force re-looking at education issues 

and thinking about different ways to fund and improve them.”  He continued, explaining that “I 

don’t know that they necessarily need more funding.  In other countries they show with similar 

amounts of funding that they have better results, so it might just be more reorganization and 

fixing it, as opposed to throwing more money at it.”  From this perspective, the problem was one 
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of government inefficiency and its relationship to economic liberty.  For the respondent, the 

school system needed to be reorganized so that it can use its funding more efficiently and 

effectively.  This reorganization would, by extension, protect economic liberty by preventing the 

continuation of a higher tax rate, implying that government expansion was fundamentally 

inefficient and inferior to economic liberty.  The respondent left open the possibility of market-

based reforms by insisting that “throwing more money at the issue” was not going to fix the 

public education system and instead, not passing the measure would prompt reform by forcing 

administrators to think “about different ways to fund…and improve” public schools.   

Table 28. Proposition 204 (2012): Respondent Utterances of Libertarian Rationales by Income 

Level, Partisan Affiliation, and Vote Choice 

 

High-

Income 

Low-

Income Democrat Republican 

Yes 

Vote 

No 

Vote 

Libertarian: 

Government 

Inefficiency 8 1 3 6 0 9 

 

Conclusion 

 

As with Proposition 201 (2008), I found some respondents who reported voting solely out 

of economic self-interest.  Furthermore, as in the previous three chapters, most respondents who 

reported voting out of self-interest paired this motive with conservative or liberal rationales.  

Respondents who used self-interest rationales inconsistently voted in the predicted direction for 

their economic position.  These findings provide some support to the literature on the link 

between short-term self-interest, tax rates, and education funding.  Furthermore, respondents 

across income level reported voting out of a desire to improve their children’s education or their 

own education, which suggests that future research should incorporate analyses of long-term 

self-interest into the study of voter reasoning on taxes used for education funding.  Additionally, 

my findings support literature on the link better partisan most sacred values, partisan affiliation, 
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and voter stance on fiscal policy.  Democrats consistently approved the continuation of the tax 

rate increase and used liberal rationales to do so, while Republicans consistently rejected the 

continued increase and used conservative rationales to do so.   

Unlike previous chapters, I found very weak evidence that neoliberal beliefs pervaded 

level of affluence and partisan affiliation.  While few respondents used neoliberal rationales, the 

ones who did consistently used them to legitimate voting “Yes” on the measure, confirming my 

predictions about the correspondence between neoliberal beliefs and voter choice.  Furthermore, 

my findings provide weak evidence of a link between partisan affiliation and libertarian views on 

fiscal policy, as a slim majority of those who used the libertarian rationale were Republicans.  

There was, however, stronger support for the link between libertarian views and opposition to 

taxation, although respondents more frequently used conservative rationales to justify rejecting 

the measure.  In sum, my findings suggest that there is a weak link between self-interest, 

economic position, and voting on fiscal policy; while suggesting that there is a very strong link 

between partisan affiliation, partisan most sacred values, and voting on fiscal policy.   
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Conclusion 

Overview of Research Questions and Theoretical Framework 

This dissertation sought to investigate how voters navigated the intersection between 

democracy and capitalism in two ways.  First, I examined how voter choice varied according to 

economic position and partisan affiliation.  These findings shed light onto potential causal 

connections between voter choice, partisan affiliation, and economic position.  Second, I 

analyzed the forms of justifications and reported motives, operationalized as “rationales,” that 

respondents used to reason about these voting decisions.  The evidence that I found suggests that 

voters reason about economic policy using partisan values, as well as beliefs from non-partisan 

economic philosophies.   

Recall that in order to fill gaps in research on voter reasoning and issue position I used 

Jonathan Haidt’s (2001; 2012) “dual-process” model of decision-making and reasoning in which 

post-hoc reasoning indicates patterns of automatically generated and activated moral intuitions 

responsible for voter judgment and decision-making.  Central to this argument is the idea that 

explicit post-hoc reasoning about politics primarily draws upon collective partisan moral 

narratives that attract voters to a party by resonating with their political moral biases and 

intuitions.  Each collective partisan narrative is based in a “most sacred value,” which serves as a 

bridge between moral intuitions, collective partisan moral narratives, individual-level explicit 

post-hoc partisan reasoning, and voter issue-position (Haidt 2001; Haidt, Graham, and Joseph 

2009; Haidt 2012: 364-5).  While research from Haidt and colleagues, as well as more recent 

research from other scholars (e.g. Feinberg and Willer 2015), has established a connection 

between partisan values and moral intuitions, these values have yet to be empirically studied in 

voter reasoning.  In other words, while there has been research on the correlation between 
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partisan values and issue position, scholars have neither empirically documented instances of 

collective manifestations of partisan “most sacred values” nor how voters use these partisan 

values to reason about issues and voting decisions.  This dissertation begins to fill both of these 

gaps by investigating how voters navigate the intersection of democracy and capitalism via 

voting on market regulatory ballot measures.    

Finally, I investigated if and how collective manifestations of non-partisan economic 

philosophies were used by voters in place of, or to supplement, partisan reasoning.  I have shown 

that collective beliefs from neoliberalism and libertarianism, as well as moral economies, were 

used by my respondents to reason about their voting decisions.  This finding helps to fill a gap in 

the literature about how voters reason about economic policy when self-interest is absent or 

minimal, as well as complements Haidt and colleagues’ research on the collective moral 

narratives and corresponding values that voters use in partisan reasoning. 

Some consistent themes emerged across the four empirical chapters concerning economic 

position/self-interest, partisan affiliation/partisanship, moral economy, neoliberalism, and 

libertarianism.  First, I synthesize my findings and discuss implications for each of these 

variables.  Second, I discuss the broader implications of these findings for democracy and 

capitalism, and how findings specific to the nature of economic policy of each ballot measure 

contribute to our understanding of the intersection of democracy and capitalism.  Finally, I 

reflect on the implications of these findings for broader theoretical debates concerning 

democracy and capitalism: voter ignorance, populism, and representative versus direct 

democracy. 
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SYNTHESIS AND IMPLICATIONS OF FINDINGS 

Self-Interest 

Economic position, my selected social indicator of short-term self-interest, seems to play 

an important role in voter choice in given contexts and for given levels of household income.  In 

terms of the statistical analysis, economic position had a significant effect on voter choice for 

Propositions 202 (immigration) and 201 (housing), but not for 203 (medical marijuana) or 204 

(sales tax).  For both Propositions 202 and 201, economic position appear to have a stronger 

effect on the voting choices of low-income respondents.  This suggests that for some policies, 

especially those concerning undocumented workers and housing, lower income respondents are 

more attuned to economic pressures.  We can see evidence of this with the distribution of 

rationales concerning protecting jobs for Americans from undocumented workers, which was 

relatively skewed towards lower-income respondents. This reaffirms the work of Sears and Funk 

(1991), who suggest that when short-term self-interest is threatened voters are likely to respond 

via the ballot box. 

However, the use of self-interested rationales by voters for Proposition 201 suggest that 

voters are also sensitive to longer-term economic incentives.  For this measure, low-income 

respondents tended to use the “Protect Investment” rationale, suggesting that voters also respond 

when long-term self-interest is threatened, as well as when the stakes for long-term self-interest 

stakes are high.  In this case, the measure proposed enacting a “bill of rights” for purchasers of 

new homes.  Low-income respondents, who may not be have been in the position to purchase a 

new home at the time of their vote choice, seemed to envision a future in which they experienced 

enough economic mobility to purchase a new home and, in such a case, wanted to ensure that 

their investment in such a massive purchase was protected.   
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The findings from Propositions 203 and 204 concerning self-interested rationale use 

provide mixed support for Sears and Funk’s (1991) theory of self-interested voting.  On the one 

hand, low-income respondents tended not to respond with short-term self-interested rationales 

that corresponded with their economic position.  This could be due to low stakes in the case of 

Proposition 204 (which suggested merely maintaining a one-cent sales tax), or to the issue of 

short-term economic self-interest not being clear (as in the case of Proposition 203 for medical 

marijuana).  For Proposition 203 the short-term economic incentives were not particularly clear 

for high-income respondents either.  This would then explain a dearth of high-income respondent 

self-interest rationales for Proposition 203.  However, for Proposition 204, high-income 

respondents tended to use rationales that explained their desire to benefit economically by 

eliminating the temporary sales tax increase.  In particular, high-income respondents reported 

being sensitive to the economic burden of an increasing tax rate, indicating a concern for long-

term self-interest.  These findings were consistent for high-income respondents who used self-

interest rationales in the measures in which economic position was significant.  For Proposition 

201, high-income respondents tended to report a being motivated by a desire to protecting their 

investment when purchasing a new home, and for Proposition 202 high-income respondents once 

against demonstrated a tendency towards long-term self-interest by reporting wanting to exclude 

undocumented workers in order to eventually decrease the tax burden, and subsequently the tax 

rate.  

These findings suggest that household income level can selectively be used as an 

indicator of economic incentives—both short and long term.  It also suggests the importance of 

expanding beyond short-term self-interest to examine longer-term self-interested aims.  High-

income respondents tended to use rationales that reflected responses to threats to longer-term 
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self-interest, such as tax rates and protecting investments.  The next step, then, for understanding 

self-interested voting would be to examine long-term economic incentives and the conditions 

under which these incentives affect voting, both in direct and representative democracy.     

Partisanship 

Despite being given the opportunity to escape the American partisan binary by voting 

directly on economic policy, I found that more often than not (three out of four measures) 

partisan affiliation, and by extension partisanship, had a statistically significant effect on voter 

choice.  This is even more striking when considering that partisan affiliation alone had a 

significant effect on vote choice for two out of the four measures.  As expected, partisan 

affiliation had a significant effect on voter choice for Proposition 204 (sales tax).  The surprising 

finding was that economic position did not also have a significant effect.  This may suggest that 

Sears and Funk’s (1991) guidelines for the effects of self-interest on voter choice may also apply 

to partisanship.  When parties clearly define an economic issue in terms of partisan values, 

partisanship appears to trump self-interest when the two are at odds (as we saw in Proposition 

204).   

Furthermore, when self-interest and partisanship align for an issue, such as for excluding 

undocumented workers from labor markets (Proposition 202), there appears to be a confluence 

between these two factors.  The example here is Proposition 202, where both economic position 

and partisan affiliation were significant.  We saw the interaction of these two variables have 

strong effects on voter choice, as 12/12 low-income Republicans voted to approve the measure.  

This effect, however, was less clear for high-income Democrats, where only 16/30 voted to 

reject the measure.  When pitted against each other for this measure, partisan affiliation seems to 

have had a stronger effect on one subset (high-income Republicans, 16/21 “Yes” votes) and 
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economic position seemed to have a stronger effect on another subset (low-income Democrats, 

15/22 “Yes” votes).  Once again, these findings show that the effects of partisan affiliation and 

economic position were not consistent across both levels of either variable.    

Of the four measure, the housing “bill of rights” (Proposition 201) was the only measure 

where partisan affiliation did not have a significant effect on voter choice, while economic 

position did.  This suggests that in given cases self-interest can trump partisanship in affecting 

voter choice.  However, even in this measure we saw that except for one subset (low-income 

Republicans), respondents who voted in the manner predicted by their partisan affiliation used 

their party’s most sacred value rationales.  Across all of the measures, we saw a strong 

connection between partisan affiliation and partisanship for those who voted in a manner 

consistent with their partisan affiliation, as a vast majority of such respondents employed at least 

one of their party’s most sacred value rationales.  This connection between partisan affiliation, 

voter decision, and party most sacred value rationale usage suggests that when respondents do 

vote for policy in a way that is in-line with their party’s position, they employ issue-specific 

iterations of their party’s most sacred value to reason about their position.   

What is even more interesting, and contrary to the literature on partisanship (e.g. Haidt 

2012; Brooks and Manza 2013), is that partisan affiliation is not consistent across all 

respondents.  Depending on the issue, many respondents not only voted contrary to their partisan 

affiliation, but also used the opposing party’s most sacred value rationale(s) to reason about 

this/these vote(s).  The next step of my analysis, which is beyond the scope of this dissertation 

but is central to my larger research agenda, is to perform an analysis of voting patterns across 

measures and within respondents for these data, and subsequently identify which rationales each 

respondent used for each measure.  Such an analysis will shed much greater light onto the 
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consistency with which partisan affiliation had an effect on voter choice for individual voters, as 

well as how consistently partisan each voter was (measured in terms of usage of partisan 

rationales).  At this preliminary stage, these data provide evidence that while some voters are 

consistently partisan in vote choice and rationale usage, some freely switch issue positions and 

partisan rationale usage.  This suggests that while partisan identity is important for some 

respondents, there are also partisan omnivores who freely oscillate between partisan positions 

and most sacred values.   

My findings on partisanship are important because, to my knowledge, they provide the 

first empirical evidence of collective most sacred values and their application in voter reasoning.  

The operationalization of “rationales” proved to be a key step in studying how voters used these 

values to reason about policy, as well as the policy-specific forms of these partisan most sacred 

values that emerged across voter reasoning.  This serves to confirm Haidt’s theory of individual-

level explicit post-hoc partisan reasoning and its connection to collective partisan moral 

narratives.  My research also begins to bridge the moral psychological research on political 

reasoning (e.g. Haidt 2012) and the literature in political science, political sociology, and 

political psychology on models of voter issue reasoning developed from rational choice theory 

(for a review see Brooks 2006; Brooks and Manza 2013).  The key here is that while theories 

developed as a response to rational choice specify the forms of information gathering and 

cognitive shortcuts that emerge for decision-making and issue position formation, Haidt’s model 

provides a theory of how policy reasoning is tied to collective moral partisan narratives.  My 

research not only provides evidence of Haidt’s theory of partisan values through an analysis of 

voter reasoning, but suggests that these partisan most sacred values may predominantly serve as 

the “prior beliefs” that correspond with the heuristics and information gathering biases so well 
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documented across literatures developed as a response to rational choice theory.  This is because 

I found that partisan reasoning that used most sacred values was consistently linked, across all of 

my ballot measures, to voter choice.  These findings suggest not only a synthesis between these 

literatures, but also supports future research on how most sacred values are connected to other 

domains of policy reasoning, as well as the connection between most sacred values and voting 

biases, preferences, and heuristics. 

Libertarianism 

 Another striking finding was how seldom respondents used rationales that were 

exclusively libertarian.  If the two party system is forcing citizens with a variety of partisan 

views into a binary partisan system, we would expect a noticeable number respondents to use 

rationales that were exclusively attributable to third parties.  While it is important to note that my 

sample parameters excluded respondents who did not vote for either a Republican or Democratic 

presidential candidate in 2008 and/or 2012, the argument here is not that there are not some 

voters who vote for third parties, but rather that many who vote for major party candidates 

actually affiliate with a third party.  The relevant case here, about which we have data, is the 

libertarian party.  Surprisingly, I found that while many respondents used libertarian rationales 

that overlapped with most sacred values from the major parties, very few respondents used 

exclusively libertarian rationales.  For example, Proposition 201 only produced one respondent 

who used an exclusively libertarian rationale.  Even when voting on taxes, only nine respondents 

used an exclusively libertarian rationale.  Similarly, when voting for medical marijuana, only 

eight respondents used an exclusively Libertarian rationale, while 43 respondents used a 

libertarian rationale that was appropriated by neoliberalism.  This suggests that at least when 

voting for economic policy, respondents are more likely to draw upon partisan (or neoliberal) 
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rationales.  This implies that libertarianism, in the American context, could be more powerful as 

an economic philosophy that complements, rather than competes with, the two major parties. 

Neoliberalism 

 Neoliberalism emerged as an important set of principles in all but one measure.  The 

measure in which it was rarely used, Proposition 204 (sales tax), concerned the most clearly 

partisan issue: taxes.  This suggests that in highly partisan contexts there may be no room for 

supplementary economic philosophies.  Otherwise, neoliberalism was an important factor for 

voters and had two important components.  First, as discussed in the literature on neoliberalism, 

it has a bipartisan, or in some instances aparisan, nature (Amable 2011; Centeno and Cohen 

2012).  Second, we saw that neoliberal principles were consistently paired with, and/or coopted, 

other rationales.  For example, concerning medical marijuana, neoliberalism emerged as an 

appropriation libertarianism, in that it stressed the importance of rights.  However, it emerged as 

distinctly neoliberal in its placement of responsibility of market action on individuals alone 

(rather than collective private actors).   

 The importance of neoliberalism in three out of the four measures is a key contribution to 

the gap in the literature on processes that supplement partisan reasoning on economic policy 

when self-interest is meager or non-existent (e.g. Ansolbehere et al. 2006; Gelman, Kenworthy, 

and Su 2010; Brooks and Manza 2013).  My findings on libertarianism and neoliberalism, but on 

neoliberalism in particular, demonstrate the policy-specific partisan alignment of these economic 

philosophies.  These findings also demonstrate the central role that neoliberalism and 

libertarianism play in supplementing self-interest and/or partisan reasoning.  This suggests that 

when voters reason about economic policy, they supplement partisan and/or self-interested 

reasoning with moral beliefs from economic philosophies.  Such an insight can be fruitfully 
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integrated into experimental and quantitative research on voter reasoning and decision-making. 

In sum, it appears as if economic philosophies embed and, in many cases, ostensibly replace or 

overshadow self-interest in voter reasoning on market regulatory ballot measures.  While 

research has been done on the moral intuitions associated with libertarianism, scholars have yet 

to investigate the moral intuitions associated with neoliberalism or different types of moral 

economies.  Such research would be the next logical step for understanding voter reasoning and 

decision-making on market regulatory ballot measures.   

Moral Economy 

A key finding was that respondents very seldom reported voting solely out of self-

interest.  Furthermore, my findings on rationale usage, as well as my qualitative findings, helped 

to establish the potential existence of moral economies for Propositions 202 and 201.  This is 

important because it supports the critique of rational choice from the moral economy literature 

that instead of voting to maximize utility (Downs 1957), actors supplement economic voting by 

drawing upon popular beliefs about market fairness.  Drawing on the qualitative data we can see 

that the emergent moral economies demonstrated the importance of both partisan values and 

non-partisan economic philosophical beliefs in guiding voter reasoning about market fairness.  

Take, for instance, the neoliberal moral economy that emerged for Proposition 202.  This was the 

only moral economy to achieve a consensus across parties.  Such a consensus demonstrates the 

broad appeal of neoliberal principles of fairness and individual responsibility for market action, 

especially as it concerns immigrants and their integration into the labor market.  While scholars 

have demonstrated that moral economies can span level of affluence (Svallfors 2006; Sachweh 

2012), I am not aware of literature that demonstrates a consensus about fairness concerning 

market policy that spans partisan affiliation.  Such a consensus could play, and in the American 
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context seems to have played, a key role in mobilizing and unifying voters around a given 

economic issue.  While this did not bear fruit for the sponsors of Proposition 202 (2008), which 

failed, it appears to have played a key role eight years later, with the mobilization of white voters 

around a presidential candidate who employed anti-immigrant rhetoric that drew heavily upon 

themes of economic participation and fairness.  These findings seem to foreshadow the success 

of this rhetoric and are suggestive that Candidate Trump stumbled upon, and successfully 

utilized, this anti-immigrant neoliberal moral economy.   

As far as implications for the intersection of democracy and capitalism, we can see with 

all three of these moral economies that common conceptions of fairness help to mobilize voters 

across economic position and, in some cases, across party lines.  This could be an interesting line 

of research for political scholars to continue to investigate when trying to further understand the 

absence of “class unity” among American voters.  Scholars could also fruitfully interrogate this 

empirical area to further understand “hegemony” in the American context and how voters across 

economic position can unify around folk definitions of economic fairness.  Centeno and Cohen 

(2012) argue that Neoliberalism constitutes a “hegemony,” and my findings on the Proposition 

202 neoliberal market economy is certainly suggestive that this may in fact be correct.  As for the 

moral economies that emerge within party lines, we can see that partisanship plays a key role at 

the intersection of democracy and fairness as it can divide voters into different voting blocks 

around party-specific fairness judgments of economic policy.  Future research could then 

investigate how and when such consensuses transfer to representative democracy and how they 

vary across political systems.  For example, do moral economies break down along party lines 

when there are more than two primary parties?  
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IMPLICATIONS FOR UNDERSTANDING THE INTERSECTION OF DEMOCRACY AND 

CAPITALISM 

 

What can we tell about the intersection of democracy and capitalism based on the type of 

market policy?  The first and third chapters analyzed ballot measures that sought to reregulate 

labor and land, respectively, as commodities.  These constitute two of the three “fictitious 

commodities” that Karl Polanyi (1944) claims are necessary for the market economy to function.  

These commodities, according to Polanyi, are fictitious because they are not produced for the 

purpose of market exchange.  Polanyi predicts that commodifying labor will strip workers of 

their cultural-institutional protections and make them suffer due to “acute social dislocation” 

(ibid: 76, 79).  For Proposition 202 we saw the inverse.  The measure was interpreted by 

respondents as a way to exclude undocumented workers from the labor market, thereby 

decommodifying their labor.  Those who voted against the measure, by in large, reported voting 

to protect undocumented workers who had achieved some level of integration into society and 

the economy despite their undocumented status.  Conversely, most respondents who voted for 

the measure reported voting in order to exclude, and “crack down on,” undocumented workers.  

This would then demonstrate a form of decommodification that was intended by voters to strip 

undocumented workers of any cultural or institutional protections they had, as well as socially 

dislocate them by excluding them from the labor market.  Surprisingly, then, we saw democracy 

being used to decommodify labor via market exclusion, which then was intended by voters to 

exclude a group of immigrants from society. 

Proposition 201 dealt with the regulation of land, another fictitious commodity.  By 

attempting to provide new homebuyers with a “bill of rights,” this ballot measure did not seek to 

decommodify land, but instead to protect those who were participating in its commodification.  

Polanyi (1944) argues that commodifying land results in its pollution (ibid: 76-7).  For this 
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measure we might expect a double effect: on the one hand it could encourage the purchasing, and 

thereby production of new homes, which would result in increased pollution; on the other hand, 

by creating more stringent standards for the quality of new homes, the measure might result in 

decreased pollution via the use of higher quality materials and better initial construction.  

Furthermore, this measure introduced a nuance into Polanyi’s (1944) typology, by extending the 

scope of analysis from commodification as a status of goods, to the conditions of exchange for a 

given commodity.  The moral economy, neoliberal rationale, and partisan rationales the emerged 

around these conditions of exchange demonstrate the nuances of studying commodification 

processes concerning commodity exchange, and provide evidence of political, as well as market, 

values as being used to reaffirm this exchange, and thereby extend land’s fictitious 

commodification.   

Proposition 203 dealt with the regulation of a stigmatized commodity and attempted to 

destigmatize this commodity via legalization.  The literature on the destigmatization of 

commodities focuses on how institutions legitimate contested commodities by desacralizing 

them (e.g Zelizer 1983; Healy 2004; Almeling 2007).  In this measure we saw the opposite 

occur.  Voters attempted to legitimize marijuana by appealing to liberal and neoliberal values 

concerning the rights of patients, and consumers more generally, to use relevant commodities as 

medicine.  Particularly interesting is the neoliberal rationale that emerged, which sought to 

legitimize medical marijuana by asserting that individual consumers had full responsibility over 

the use of this substance for medical (or recreational) purposes.  In this case, the legitimization of 

a contested commodity was achieved by shifting responsibility from market institutions to 

individual users based on the morality of giving individuals fully responsibility over substance 

use.  This analysis begins to shed light on the processes of the legitimization of a contested 



237 
 

commodity on moral grounds, and how such moral framing can serve to mobilize voters across 

party lines to vote to legalize such a commodity.   

Finally, Proposition 204 provides insight into the partisan nature of some market 

processes.  In particular, my findings demonstrate that when a market process has been 

politicized enough, there is little to no room for economic moral beliefs.  Instead, voters drew 

upon liberal and conservative most sacred values to accept or reject the sales tax rate increase on 

partisan moral grounds.  This suggests that partisanship can coopt market regulation and policy.  

Future research could build on these findings by investigating the conditions under which market 

policy becomes politicized at the expense of economic and/or self-interested reasoning. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR BROADER THEORETICAL DEBATES 

Voter Ignorance  

Achen and Bartels (2016) argue that direct democracy, and democracy in general, is 

based on an idealistic, and false, conception of voter capability.  Their argument is that 

democratic institutions are based on a “folk” notion of democracy in which voters are rational, or 

at least “know what they want” (ibid: 30).  Voter preferences then drive voting behavior and 

force democratic government to be responsive to their needs and effective in its response.  Achen 

and Bartels (2016) contend that instead voters are driven by partisan and/or group biases (ibid: 

17-8) and are largely incapable of selecting responsive politicians, let alone effective policy via 

direct democracy.   

The problem with this argument is that it is myopic in its focus on voter biases.  This 

argument is essentially a reiteration of an argument that has been trumpeted by scholars who 

follow in the tradition of Philip Converse (1964) (e.g. Baldassarri and Goldberg 2014), and 

paints the majority of voters as unaware of political ideology.  Not only does this exclude 
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evidence that under given circumstances actors vote out of self-interest (e.g. Sears and Funk 

1991), as my findings suggest, but it also ignores an important vein of literature that puts the 

generation and usage of partisan and group biases in context.  Yes, research as repeatedly 

established that these automatic biases exist (e.g. Lodge and Taber 2013); but research has also 

established the importance of prior beliefs (for a summary see Brooks and Manza 2013) and 

moral intuitions (e.g. Haidt 2012) in shaping and changing these biases.   

As discussed in the introduction, by considering this broader literature on prior beliefs 

and moral intuitions we see the usefulness of Haidt’s most recent iteration of the “dual-process 

model,” in which moral intuitions generate automatic judgments about partisan (and by 

extension group) allegiances, as well as allow voters to resonate and utilize a party’s most sacred 

value, which is core to its collective moral narrative.  In this respect we see that while voters are 

biased, these biases are tied to intuitions about morality.  Voters are then able to reason in a way 

that resonates with the moral intuitions that were triggered by a given policy.  This, then, shifts 

the question of voter reasoning beyond biases in information gathering processes, and to the 

broader moral intuitions and core moral beliefs are essentially likely serve to generate these 

biases.  This model of reasoning and decision-making as being driven by emotional processes is 

well established in neuroscience and has been empirically demonstrated for voter information 

gathering processes (Westen et al. 2006).  What my findings show, then, that voters often do 

know what they want.  Furthermore, while they may not be able to articulate a central value or 

narrative that they believe in, they are able to articulate issue-specific iterations of these broader 

values or narratives as well as apply them in reasoning about vote choice.   

Can actors vote in such a way that reflects their preferences?  My research, and the 

research of many others, demonstrates that they can.  My findings suggest that these preferences 
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and subsequent reasoning processes are rooted in moral intuitions and issue-specific iterations of 

collective partisan and/or economic values that most likely resonate with these moral intuitions.  

Does this mean that voters are capable of voting for policies that are effective and appropriate 

address economic problems?  My findings imply that they can do so when the issues are framed 

in such a way that triggers their moral intuitions and subsequent beliefs.  Most voters know what 

they want and do not want, and can coherently reason about these policy preferences, but do so 

largely from a moral standpoint.  We have seen from my findings as well that respondents also 

use self-interest under certain conditions.  What emerges, then, is a picture of voters not merely 

as driven by partisan and group biases, but driven by moral intuitions and, in given contexts, 

self-interest.  Thus, we see that Achen and Bartels (2016) mischaracterize voters’ ability to 

participate in democracy.  

Populism  

What do these findings tell us about our current political climate, in which both 

progressive and conservative variants of populism have struck a particular chord with the 

electorate?  Recent work on populism demonstrates that it is used, in the American context, by 

politicians who are outsiders to the political field (Bonikowski and Gidron 2016).  Thus, 

populism is used as a rhetorical tool that gains popular support by contrasting the virtues of the 

public with the corruption of elites (ibid).  With this definition we can understand the reason why 

progressive (Bernie Sanders) and conservative (Donald Trump) variants of populism were 

employed in the 2016 presidential election.   

My findings begin to shed light on the appeal of this rhetoric to voters, rather than how it 

is utilized by politicians.  In particular, my findings documented two variants of the “corrupt 

elites” populist narrative.  First, Proposition 204 produced a conservative rationale concerning 
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the moral corruption of government and public officials, which rendered the proposed 

continuation of the tax rate increase immoral.  Recall that this rationale portrayed the 

government and public officials as untrustworthy, morally corrupt, and thus unable to 

responsibly manage the tax rate.  This populist rhetoric seems to lay behind the tax revolt (e.g. 

Martin 2008) and was central for respondents who justified rejecting the measure.  Conversely, 

in Proposition 202 we saw hints of a variety of populism that derived from the immoral status of 

those who were being protected by elites.  The neoliberal moral economy around undocumented 

workers posited that these immigrants were immoral, and thus did not deserve to participate in 

the labor market, due to their shirking of individual legal responsibilities.  We saw, in some 

respondents, a reaction against Democratic politicians based on this moral economy.  This type 

of discourse was relatively rare due to the ballot measure-specific nature of the semi-structured 

interviews, but this populist reaction that characterized Democratic politicians as corrupted 

because they sought to protect undocumented workers was present in at least one case.  We can 

then speculate that this populist bent supplemented the neoliberal moral economy and was 

successfully utilized by Candidate Trump to mobilize voters using his brand of populism.    

Representative versus Direct Democracy 

 If Achen and Bartels (2016) mischaracterize voters and their participation in democracy, 

then we can we learn about the differences between representative and direct democracy from 

this dissertation?  First, there appear to be different types of variation.  Voting on representative 

democracy produces an array of political heuristics that range from policy, to party, to candidate 

characteristics.  This has been demonstrated by in the American context and in the Western 

European multi-party system (Lau and Redlawsk 2006; Baldassarri 2012).  My findings on 

rationale usage demonstrates what would appear to be a greater variety of ways of thinking, but a 
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constraint on the possible areas of reasoning to policy-specific concerns.  This difference then 

could then potentially create a “dual-process” system of information gathering, through which 

voters develop different strategies for information gathering and reasoning on candidates versus 

ballot measures.   

Second, my findings also speak to the issue of whether voters are reacting to partisan 

affiliation or policy.  My research suggests that, by in large, respondents couple partisan 

reasoning with economic and/or self-interested reasoning to justify voting a given way on an 

economic ballot measure.  This means that thinking about voters as being policy-driven or 

partisan may be a false dichotomy.  As we saw with the emergent moral economies, voters 

combined fairness judgments with partisan most sacred value rationales.  We also saw many 

respondents switch stances and most sacred value rationale usage based on the ballot measure 

issue.  Given the opportunity to vote directly on different policies certainly gave respondents the 

opportunity to engage in more complex reasoning processes that applied partisan reasoning to 

policy stances.   

SUMMARY 

My findings present a more complex picture of voters than what is typically assumed.  

Direct democracy emerged as an important way to bypass partisan restrictions, such as 

gerrymandering, or candidate qualities, and forced respondents to reason about policy.  It also 

suggests that respondents draw upon party-specific moral intuitions, and at times self-interest, to 

vote and then reason about their vote.  More generally, we saw that voters navigated the 

intersection between democracy and capitalism by drawing upon not only self-interest, but also 

partisan values and economic philosophies.  This is important because it shows that when 

reasoning about real market regulatory ballot measures, voters draw upon self-interest, partisan 
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values, and non-partisan economic philosophies.  Such findings help to provide insight into how 

voters navigate the intersection of capitalism and democracy via market regulatory ballot 

measures.  They also show how and when different policies require voters to couple these 

different types of reasoning.  Future research, then, could investigate the parameters that 

facilitate different combinations of rationales.  It also encourages survey-based studies to expand 

their research instruments to investigate the relationship between these forms of reasoning, issue 

position, and voter choice for market regulatory ballot measures on a population level.  Such 

studies would help to expand beyond some of the limitations my dissertation, such as 

retrospective bias, availability bias, and my constrictive sampling parameters.   
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Lamont, Michèle. 1992. Money, Morals, and Manners: The Culture of the French and American 

Upper-Middle Class. Chicago: University of Chicago Press Chicago.  

———. 2000. The Dignity of Working Men: Morality and the Boundaries of Race, Class, and 

Immigration. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.  

Lau, Richard R., and David P. Redlawsk. 2006. How Voters Decide: Information Processing 

During Election Campaigns. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press. 

Lee C.W., K. McNulty, and S. Shaffer. 2013. "'Hard Times, Hard Choices': Marketing 

Retrenchment as Civic Empowerment in an Era of Neoliberal Crisis". Socio-Economic 

Review. 11 (1): 81-106. 

Lee, Martin A. 2012. Smoke Signals: A Social History of Marijuana: Medical, Recreational, and 

Scientific. New York: Scribner. 

Leeper T.J., and R. Slothuus. 2014. "Political Parties, Motivated Reasoning, and Public Opinion 

Formation." Political Psychology. 35 (SUPPL.1): 129-156. 

LeMay, Michael C. 2007. Illegal Immigration: A Reference Handbook. Santa Barbara, CA: 

ABC-CLIO. 

Leyden, Dennis Patrick. 2005. Adequacy, Accountability, and the Future of Public Education 

Funding. New York: Springer. 

Lipset, Seymour Martin. 1981. Political Man: The Social Bases of Politics. Baltimore, MD: 

Johns Hopkins University Press. 



248 
 

Liptak, Adam.  2011.  "Illegal Workers: Court Upholds Faulting Hirers." The New York Times. 

May 26.   

Livne, Roi, and Yuval P. Yonay. 2015. "Performing Neoliberal Governmentality: An 

Ethnography of Financialized Sovereign Debt Management Practices." Socio-Economic 

Review 14 (2): 339-62. 

Lobeck, Joyce. 2008. "Prop 202 Would Amend State's Employer Sanctions Law." McClatchy - 

Tribune Business News. October 4. 

Lodge, Milton and Charles Taber. 2013. The Rationalizing Voter Cambridge, MA: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Lowi, Theodore J. 1969. The End of Liberalism: Ideology, Policy, and the Crisis of Public 

Authority. New York: Norton.  

Manza, Jeff, and Clem Brooks. 1999. Social Cleavages and Political Change: Voter Alignments 

and U.S. Party Coalitions. New York: Oxford University Press.  

Marion, Nancy E. 2014. The Medical Marijuana Maze: Policy and Politics. Durham, NC: 

Carolina Academic Press 

Martin, Isaac William. 2008. The Permanent Tax Revolt: How the Property Tax Transformed 

American Politics.  Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press 

William Martin I., and M. Prasad. 2014. "Taxes and Fiscal Sociology." Annual Review of 

Sociology. 40: 331-345. 

Martin, John Levi, and Desmond, Matthew. 2010. “Political Position and Social Knowledge.” 

Sociological Forum 25 (1): 1–26. 

Matsusaka, John G. 2004. For the Many or the Few: The Initiative, Public Policy, and American 

Democracy.  Chicago: University of Chicago Press.  

Mau, Steffen. 2003. The Moral Economy of Welfare States: Britain and Germany Compared. 

London: Routledge.  

McAdam, Doug, and Neil Fligstein. 2012. Theory of Fields. New York: Oxford University Press. 

McCall, Leslie. 2013. The Undeserving Rich : American Beliefs about Inequality, Opportunity, 

and Redistribution. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press. 

McCuan, David, and Stephen Stambough. 2005. Initiative-Centered Politics: The New Politics of 

Direct Democracy. Durham, N.C.: Carolina Academic Press. 

McCarty, Nolan M., Keith T. Poole, and Howard. Rosenthal, 2006. Polarized America: The 

Dance of Ideology and Unequal Riches. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.  

McCuan, David, and Stephen Stambough. 2005. Initiative-centered politics: the new politics of 

direct democracy. Durham, N.C.: Carolina Academic Press. 

McCuan, David, and Stephen Stambough. 2005. Initiative-centered politics: the new politics of 

direct democracy. Durham, N.C.: Carolina Academic Press. 

McVeigh, Rory. 2009. The Rise of the Ku Klux Klan: Right-Wing Movements and National 

Politics. Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.  

 McVeigh, Rory, and Maria-Elena Diaz. 2009. “Voting to Ban Same-Sex Marriage: Interests, 

Values, and Communities.” American Sociological Review 74 (6): 891–915. 

McVeigh, Rory, and Juliana M. Sobolewski. 2007. “Red Counties, Blue Counties, and 

Occupational Segregation by Sex and Race.” The American Journal of Sociology 113 

(2): 446-506. 

Mohl, Philipp, and Oliver Pamp. 2008. Income Inequality and Redistributional Spending: An 

Empirical Investigation of Competing Theories. Series: LIS Working Paper Series; 



249 
 

No.491. Luxembourg: Luxembourg Income Study (LIS). Retrieved August 17, 2017 

(http://hdl.handle.net/10419/95414). 

Mudge, Stephanie Lee. 2008. "What is Neo-Liberalism?" Socio-Economic Review. 6 (4): 703-

731. 

Newman, Katherine S., and Chen, Victor Tan. 2007. The Missing Class : Portraits of the near 

Poor in America. Boston, MA: Beacon Press. 

Papke, Leslie E. 2008. "The Effects of Changes in Michigan's School Finance System." Public 

Finance Review. 36 (4): 456-74 

Pattillo, Mary. 2013. "Housing: Commodity versus Right." Annual Review of Sociology. 39: 509-

531. 

Pedriana, Nicholas. 2006. "From Protective to Equal Treatment: Legal Framing Processes and 

Transformation of the Women's Movement in the 1960s." The American Journal of 

Sociology. 111 (6): 1718-61. 

Piott, Steven L. 2003. Giving Voters a Voice: The Origins of the Initiative and Referendum in 

America. Columbia, MO: University of Missouri Press.  

Pitts-Taylor, Victoria. 2010. "The Plastic Brain: Neoliberalism and the Neuronal Self." Health: 

An Interdisciplinary Journal for the Social Study of Health, Illness & Medicine. 14 (6): 

635-52. 

Pitzl, Mary Jo.  2012.  "Prop. 204 Would Make Education Sales-Tax Hike Permanent." The 

Arizona Republic.  November 2. 

Polanyi, Karl. 1944. The Great Transformation. New York: Farrar & Rinehart, Inc. 

Prasad, Monica, Andrew Perrin, Kieran Bezila, Steve Hoffman, Kate Kindleberger, Kim 

Manturuk, Ashleigh Smith Powers, and Andrew Payton. 2009. “The Undeserving Rich: 

‘Moral Values’ and the White Working Class.” Sociological Forum 24 (2): 225–53. 

Quinn, Dale.  2008.  "Opponents of Employer Sanctions Law Go From Courtroom to Initiative." 

Arizona Daily Star.  October 21. 

Rao, Hayagreeva, Lori Yue, and Paul Ingram. 2011. "Laws of Attraction: Regulatory Arbitrage 

in the Face of Activism in Right-to-Work States." American Sociological Review. 76 (3): 

365-385. 

Rasinski, Kenneth A, and Susan M. Rosenbaum. 1987. "Predicting Citizen Support of Tax 

Increases for Education: A Comparison of Two Social Psychological 

Perspectives". Journal of Applied Social Psychology. 17 (11): 990-1006. 

Reich, J. A. 2014. "Neoliberal Mothering and Vaccine Refusal: Imagined Gated Communities 

and the Privilege of Choice". Gender & Society. 28 (5): 679-704 

Rendon, Jim. 2012. Super Charged: How Outlaws, Hippies, and Scientists Reinvented 

Marijuana. Portland, OR: Timber Press. 

Rice, Alison. 2008.  "Voters face controversial ballot proposals affecting builders in Arizona, 

Georgia." Retrieved August 7, 2017 (http://www.builderonline.com/building/regulation-

policy/voters-face-controversial-ballot-proposals-affecting-builders-in-arizona-

georgia_o). 

Rolnik, Raquel. 2013. "Late Neoliberalism: The Financialization of Homeownership and 

Housing Rights." International Journal of Urban and Regional Research. 37 (3): 1058-

1066. 

Rosenblum MR, and Gorman LB. 2010. "The Public Policy Implications of State-Level 

Worksite Migration Enforcement: The Experiences of Arizona, Mississippi, and 



250 
 

Illinois." Pp. 115–134 in Taking Local Control: Immigration Policy Activism in U.S. 

Cities and States, edited by MW Varsanyi MW. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press  

Rougier, L. 1938. Les Mystiques Economiques; Comment L’on Passe Des Democraties Liberales 

Aux Etats Totalitaires. Paris: Librairie de Medicis. 

Sachweh P. 2012. “The Moral Economy of Inequality: Popular Views on Income Differentiation, 

Poverty and Wealth.” Socio-Economic Review 10 (3): 419–45. 

Salka, William M. 2003. “Determinants of Countywide Voting Behavior on Environmental 

Ballot Measures: 1990-2000.” Rural Sociology 68 (2): 253–77. 

Sallaz, Jeffrey J. 2009. The Labor of Luck: Casino Capitalism in the United States and South 

Africa. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.  

———. 2012. “Politics of Organizational Adornment: Lessons from Las Vegas and Beyond.” 

American Sociological Review 77 (1): 99–119.  

Santa Ana, Otto. 2002. Brown Tide Rising: Metaphors of Latinos in Contemporary American 

Public Discourse. Austin, TX: University of Texas Press. 

Sears, David and Carolyn L. Funk. 1991. "The Role of Self-Interest in Social and Political 

Attitudes." Advances in Experimental Social Psychology. 24: 1-91.  

Shamir, Ronen. 2008. "The Age of Responsibilization: On Market-Embedded Morality." 

Economy and Society. 37 (1): 1-19. 

Shapira, Harel. 2013. “From the Nativist’s Point of View : How Ethnography Can Enrich Our 

Understanding of Political Identity.” The Sociological Quarterly 54 (1): 35–50. 

Silbey, Susan S. 2009. "Taming Prometheus: Talk About Safety and Culture." Annual Review of 

Sociology. 35 (1): 341-369. 

Singleton, Royce A., and Bruce C. Straits. 1999. Approaches to Social Research. Oxford, UK: 

Oxford University Press. 

Skrentny, John D. 2006. "Law and the American State." Annual Review of Sociology. 32 (1): 

213-244. 

Smith, Christian. 2003. Moral, Believing Animals: Human Personhood and Culture. Oxford, 

UK: Oxford University Press. 

Sohoni, Deenesh, and Tracy Sohoni. 2014. “Perceptions of Immigrant Criminality: Crime and 

Social Boundaries.” The Sociological Quarterly 55 (1): 49–71 

Simon, Herbert A. 1997. Models of Bounded Rationality. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.  

Southern Education Foundation.  2015.  Research Bulletin a New Majority Low Income Students 

Now a Majority in the Nation’s Public Schools.  Retrieved August 9, 2017 

(http://www.southerneducation.org/getattachment/4ac62e27-5260-47a5-9d02-

14896ec3a531/A-New-Majority-2015-Update-Low-Income-Students-Now.aspx).  

Steil J.P., and I.B. Vasi. 2014. "The New Immigration Contestation: Social Movements and 

Local Immigration Policy Making in the United States, 2000-2011." American Journal 

of Sociology. 119 (4): 1104-1155. 

Stonecash, Jeffrey M. 2000. Class and Party in American Politics. Boulder, CO: Westview 

Press.  

Svallfors, Stefan. 2006. The Moral Economy of Class : Class and Attitudes in Comparative 

Perspective. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press. 

Swidler, Ann. 2001. Talk of Love: How Culture Matters. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.  

Talesh, Shauhin A. 2009. "The Privatization of Public Legal Rights: How Manufacturers 

Construct the Meaning of Consumer Law." Law & Society Review. 43 (3): 527-561. 



251 
 

———.  2014. "Institutional and Political Sources of Legislative Change: Explaining How 

Private Organizations Influence the Form and Content of Consumer Protection 

Legislation". Law & Social Inquiry. 39 (4): 973-1005. 

Tedin, Kent L., Richard E. Matland, and Gregory R. Weiher. 2001. "Age, Race, Self-Interest, 

and Financing Public Schools through Referenda". The Journal of Politics. 63 (1): 270-

294. 

Tetlock PE, OV Kristel, SB Elson, MC Green, and JS Lerner. 2000. "The Psychology of the 

Unthinkable: Taboo Trade-Offs, Forbidden Base Rates, and Heretical 

Counterfactuals." Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 78 (5): 853-70. 

Tepperman, Lorne. 2006. Deviance, Crime, and Control: Beyond the Straight and Narrow. Don 

Mills, Ontario (Canada): Oxford University Press. 

Thompson, E. P. 1971. “The Moral Economy of the English Crowd in the Eighteenth Century.” 

Past & Present. 50: 76–136. 

Tversky A, and D Kahneman. 1974. "Judgment under Uncertainty: Heuristics and 

Biases." Science (New York, N.Y.). 185 (4157): 1124-31. 

United States Census Bureau.  Retrieved August 7, 2017.  (www.Census.gov). 

Vaughan, Jessica. 2012.  "Worksite Enforcement." Pp. 318-334 in Debates on U.S. Immigration, 

edited by J. Gans, E. M. Replogle, and D. J. Tichenor. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE 

Publications Ltd. 

Venugopal, Rajesh. 2015. "Neoliberalism as Concept". Economy and Society. 44 (2): 165-187. 

Vogel, David. 1989. Fluctuating Fortunes: The Political Power of Business in America. New 

York: Basic Books. 

Wacquant, Loic J. D. 2009. Punishing the Poor: The Neoliberal Government of Social 

Insecurity. Durham, NC: Duke University Press. 

———. 2014. "The Global Firestorm of Law and Order: On Punishment and 

Neoliberalism". Thesis Eleven. 122 (1): 72-88. 

Walker, Edward T. 2009. “Privatizing Participation: Civic Change and the Organizational 

Dynamics of Grassroots Lobbying Firms.” American Sociological Review 74 (1): 83–

105. 

Weeden, Kim A., and David B. Grusky. 2012. “The Three Worlds of Inequality.” American 

Journal of Sociology 117 (6): 1723–85.  

Westen, Drew, Pavel S. Blagov, Keith Harenski, Clint Kilts, and Stephan Hamann. 2006. 

"Neural Bases of Motivated Reasoning: An fMRI Study of Emotional Constraints on 

Partisan Political Judgment in the 2004 U.S. Presidential Election". Journal of Cognitive 

Neuroscience. 18 (11): 1947-1958. 

Western, Bruce, and Jake Rosenfeld. 2011. “Unions, Norms, and the Rise in U.S. Wage 

Inequality.” American Sociological Review 76 (4): 513–37 

Zavisca, Jane R., and Theodore P. Gerber. 2016. "The Socioeconomic, Demographic, and 

Political Effects of Housing in Comparative Perspective." Annual Review of 

Sociology. 42: 347-367. 

Zelizer, Viviana A. Rotman. 1983. Morals and Markets: The Development of Life Insurance in 

the United States. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Books. 

 

 

 

 


