
UC Irvine
CSD Working Papers

Title
Initiatives as Running Mates: The Impact of a Candidate-Centered Initiative Campaign

Permalink
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/92x0t2ts

Author
Salvanto, Anthony

Publication Date
1998-02-15

eScholarship.org Powered by the California Digital Library
University of California

https://escholarship.org/uc/item/92x0t2ts
https://escholarship.org
http://www.cdlib.org/


 

 

CSD Center for the Study of Democracy 
  An Organized Research Unit 
  University of California, Irvine 
  www.democ.uci.edu 

  
When states began ushering the popular ballot initiative into law in the early 20th 

century, it was heralded as a return of real and direct decision-making authority to the 
people. The Progressive reformers, who had spearheaded the initiative movement, 
foresaw voters taking up the pressing issues of the day one at a time, and considering 
those matters without regard for petty politics, partisanship, or special interests. 

Today, the Progressives' idyllic vision of an enlightened initiative voter weighing 
in on the issues before the polity has faded--replaced by one of a voter who instead looks 
for shortcuts to help him or her make quick sense of the measures. Often this involves 
looking toward a favored political figure--sometimes, a candidate running in the same 
election--for guidance on how to vote. Some partisan candidates are all too happy to 
oblige: many take full advantage of the dynamic, advocating initiatives which advance 
their own favored policies or ideologies.  

The degree to which voters connect a candidate choice and an initiative stance is 
important to how we interpret initiative results. If voters link support for a candidate with 
support for that candidate's favored initiative, and if they behave accordingly at the ballot 
box, then an initiative may be little more than an extension or echo of a campaign 
platform. This is quite the opposite of the original intent of the initiative process, which 
was designed to give citizens direct control over policy choices (e.g., Hadwiger 1992; 
Owens and Wade 1986), and also an indirect influence over the behavior of their elected 
officials (Gerber 1996). 

This paper explores the willingness of voters to make such a linkage between 
their candidate choices and their initiative choices. It examines voting patterns under 
conditions which are ripe for voters to make use of candidate-centered cues in their 
initiative decisions. Evidence is presented demonstrating linkages between candidates 
and initiative stances which are stronger than those that would be expected based on 
voters' ideological or partisan voting patterns, alone.  

The test case for this phenomenon will be California's 1994 statewide general 
elections, an election which--as will be described in detail later--offered high-profile 
candidates battling heavily over initiative stances. The data will be provided by over 
8,500 actual ballots cast in that election, so that linkages between candidate voting, 
partisan voting behavior, and initiative voting can be measured directly.  

 

                                                 
  Anthony Salvanto received his PhD from the University of California, Irvine and is now Director of Polls 
at CBS News. 



Background 
 
The hypothesis for the existence of candidate-centered initiative voting, and why, when 
and where it will occur, emerges out of the literature's prevailing portrait of the initiative 
voter. That portrait begins with the description of the initiative voter as overwhelmed by 
the large number of complex ballot questions which appear each year. (In November 
1994, for example, ten statewide initiative questions appeared on the California ballot, 
accompanied by a varying number of local measures in each municipality.) Many voters 
express confusion and frustration over the demands made on them by this stream of 
propositions (Bowler, Donovan and Happ 1992). Most simply cannot hope to make sense 
of, and become familiar with, the nuances of every issue when so many are placed before 
them (Lee 1978).  

So voters adapt. Rather than spend countless hours becoming experts on each 
question, voters use shortcuts to help them map their initiative choices more quickly. 
They refer to endorsements of respected, trustworthy leaders (Lupia 1994; Lupia 1992; 
Wolfinger and Greenstein 1969), which are available either via campaign advertising, or 
through the California "Voter's Handbook" (Grofman and Norrander 1990). When 
possible, they extrapolate from their personal experiences on matters in order to make 
judgements on the wider questions (Popkin 1991).  

Whenever possible, voters make use of ideology as a guide: the voter tries to fit 
the initiative issue into a neat, conservative-liberal construct and then simply votes in 
accordance with his or her personal ideological leanings (Magleby 1984; Lee 1978). 
David Magleby (1994) has shown ideology to be "the single most important predictor" of 
initiative voting. (This calculus is, of course, only possible when the initiative question 
makes sense in an ideological framework.) In California--as elsewhere--ideology strongly 
correlates with partisanship among the state's voters.1 Hence, when an initiative can be 
characterized in ideological terms, it is expected that voters who rely heavily on partisan 
affiliations to make voting decisions will be more likely to use these same cues to guide 
their initiative vote. 

In an effort to add to this portrait of the initiative voter, this paper hypothesizes 
that linkages between candidate choices and initiative stances can emerge and also play 
strong roles, given the right electoral environment. Such an environment is characterized 
by high-profile candidates who take highly-visible stances on an initiative question. In 
such a campaign, candidates advocate particular sides of an initiative, thus offering 
highly-visible cues to a wide range of voters--voters who are, for reasons noted above, 
eager to find informational cues and shortcuts. For voters who are strong partisans and 
are in search of partisan cues, the stance of their party's candidate serves as a reference 
point to the position which will most likely match their own. For voters who are not as 
rigidly partisan in their voting patterns, their favored candidate's stance represents the 
endorsement of a trusted political figure. In this instance, the candidate's stance, rather 
than an endorsement from a member of the policy community, will stand out in the 
voters' minds because of the high visibility of the campaign.  

This cuing effect will be magnified when two opposing candidates take opposing 
sides on an initiative question, and voters will more readily frame the question along 
candidate lines. Clear and pointed divisions over an issue have been shown to provide 
clearer cues, cementing the framework of an issue for voters (Zaller 1992). A greater 
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amount of controversy surrounding an initiative will help voters make sense of it 
(Magleby 1984). In most cases, such a debate will reinforce partisan divisions on the 
initiative issues. However, many voters are not wedded to a single, strong partisan 
affiliation (e.g., Sabato 1988; Wattenberg 1990) and may be less interested in partisan-
based cues. For them, the candidate's debate can be a useful source of candidate-based 
initiative cues. All this leads to the hypothesis that under conditions of intense and visible 
candidate debate over an initiative measure, candidate-centered initiative voting will 
occur. Such voting is defined as follows: consistency between votes for a candidate and 
votes for that candidate's initiative stance, which goes beyond the amount of consistency 
that would be expected based on partisan voting patterns alone.  

A candidate-centered initiative campaign is expected to reinforce the amount of 
consistency between party-line voting and ideologically consistent initiative voting: 
candidates who take high-profile initiative stances alert partisan voters to how their party 
stands on the initiative. Additionally, candidate-centered voting will explain initiative 
voting beyond what has been explained by strong partisan voting tendencies. This occurs 
because the highly-visible campaign emits cues which forge linkages between the 
candidates and their particular stances on the initiatives, as though the two were running 
mates. Such linkages can be used as decision-making shortcuts by partisans and non-
partisans alike.  

 
Test Case 

 
The 1994 California statewide elections provide an excellent test case for assessing how 
well initiatives serve as running mates. It provides precisely the kind of campaign 
scenario which should foster candidate-centered initiative voting, if the hypothesis is 
correct. In the gubernatorial race, candidates Kathleen Brown and Pete Wilson took high-
profile, opposing and partisan stances on one of the initiatives which appeared alongside 
them on the ballot: the now-famous Proposition 187, which sought to deny public 
services to illegal immigrants. Throughout the critical final month of the governor's race, 
their wrangling over the initiative seemed to overshadow the rest of their campaigns. 
Wilson made his support for that initiative his central theme in the latter days of his 
campaign: he directly urged voters to cast votes for him and the initiative together, in 
order to--as he often repeated --"save our state." Brown, meanwhile, spent the final 
month of the campaign railing against the measure at every turn. As she entered October 
trailing in the polls, she seemed to stake her electoral fortunes on whatever resistance to 
the measure she could create. 

Meanwhile, at least three other initiatives on the ballot were framed along starkly 
ideological lines, but were not the focus of the same direct and heated candidate debate. 
These initiatives provide an opportunity to compare the relationship between 
gubernatorial and 187 voting to the effect of the governor's race on other initiatives. 
Recall that the hypothesis asserts that the debate surrounding 187 created a unique 
environment which led voters to link Wilson and Brown to their stances on 187. If this is 
indeed the case, gubernatorial voting should be more strongly linked with 187 voting than 
with any other initiative.  

These other clearly ideological measures were Propositions 181, 184, and 186. 
Proposition 181 was a bond measure concerning railway and transportation 
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improvements, and it did not have any fanfare around it. This measure can be placed into 
an ideological framework--strong conservatives would be expected to reject bond 
proposals and strong liberals, in theory, are expected to accept them--and it is included in 
this analysis as an ideological initiative which did not receive high levels of media 
attention.  

In contrast, Propositions 184 and 186 received a great deal of publicity. 
Proposition 184 dealt with the issue of violent crime, an issue which had been at the top 
of the citizenry's list of chief concerns in poll after poll. The measure mandated life 
prison terms for three-time repeat felons, and was known as the "three strikes and you're 
out" law. Conservatives favored 184 and its tougher penalties; liberals denounced it as 
reactionary.  

When the early debate in the gubernatorial race focused on crime and capital 
punishment, this measure dovetailed with that debate, although only thematically. Wilson 
came out strongly in support of the measure and used that stance to successfully build a 
"tough on crime" message, which included support for the death penalty. He attacked 
Brown for being against the death penalty and "soft on crime," but she also came out in 
support of proposition 184. Because Brown officially matched Wilson's position, the 
debate over 184 is not expected to have offered the same strong, candidate-centered cues 
as did the debate on 187. 

Proposition 186 dealt with the health care system, and came on the heels of the 
high-profile attempts by the Clinton administration to implement reforms at the federal 
level. The measure sought a single-payer, state-run insurance system for California. 
While conservatives decried 186 and its threat of a new bureaucracy, liberals touted it as 
a bold solution to a growing problem. Again, unlike Proposition 187, Wilson and Brown 
agreed in their stances as both opposed 186. Therefore it did not become the focus of 
campaign debate.  

The 1994 California election also provides other prominent statewide races to 
compare with the gubernatorial race. Most notably, a heavily contested Senate race 
occurred between incumbent Democrat Dianne Feinstein and the arch-conservative 
Republican Michael Huffington, whose hefty campaign spending kept the contest close 
and the debate visible. Both of these candidates did take stands on 187 which were 
consistent with their party's gubernatorial nominee, but the measure simply did not 
become the centerpiece of the Senate race as it had with the governor's race--partly 
because Feinstein did not take a side until late in the fall campaign. For this race, as for 
the other statewide races--lieutenant governor, attorney general, controller, insurance 
commissioner, secretary of state and treasurer--the link to 187 should be less than that for 
the governor's race. If the vote for another statewide candidate--one who was not at the 
center of the 187 debate-- is more strongly correlated with 187 than the gubernatorial 
candidates, this will deal a serious blow to the hypothesis.  

The scene was set, then, for a "natural experiment" on the presence of candidate-
centered initiative voting. To measure the degree to which voters linked their governor's 
vote and their Proposition 187 vote, the analysis proceeds in four steps. First, it examines 
the simple correlation between the governor's vote and the 187 vote. Second, it examines 
the level of ideological consistency across initiative voting which can be generally 
expected from Brown and Wilson voters. This provides a basis of comparison to use for 
interpreting the amount of ideological consistency found on 187 voting. Third, it 
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examines the level of consistency demonstrated by Wilson and Brown voters on their 187 
vote, specifically, and compare this to the consistency demonstrated by Wilson and 
Brown voters on each of the other initiatives. The analysis then examines the amount of 
initiative consistency displayed by voters for each of the other statewide candidates, and 
compare this to the levels associated with Wilson and Brown. Fourth, a multivariate 
model is used to predict the 187 vote, while controlling for partisan voting and 
ideological initiative voting. This isolates and reveals the degree to which a vote for one 
of the gubernatorial candidates predicts a 187 vote. The same model is then used to 
predict voting on the other initiatives, and to compare the gubernatorial candidates' 
effects with that of other statewide candidates, to demonstrate the uniqueness of the 
linkage between the governor's vote and the 187 vote.  

 
A Note About the Model  

 
Before proceeding further, the question of causality must be addressed: did a voter's 
decision for governor influence their decision on the 187 vote, or vice versa? If we view 
187 as an initiative like any other, then previous research on initiative voting and the 
public's use of cues compels a model based on the former. Yet much of the conventional 
wisdom surrounding the 1994 elections has suggested the latter interpretation. Pete 
Wilson's strategy was rather plainly aimed at distracting the debate from California's 
sagging economy and onto such hot-button issues as immigration and crime. Because he 
associated himself with the winning sides of two high profile measures--187 and 184's 
"three strikes" proposal--it is often said that these moves were the keys to his success. 
However, while Wilson almost certainly bolstered his own campaign by backing "three 
strikes," it is not so clear-cut regarding 187. The fact that he took the majority stance on 
this volatile issue does not mean that his stance also drew voters to him.  

Table 1 shows results from three California Field Polls taken in three different 
months of the campaign. The figures suggest that public opinion had started to gel on the 
gubernatorial race and on the "three-strikes" debate before many voters were even 
familiar with proposition 187. 

In July 16 percent were undecided on the governor's race. (Of course, some 
support for the candidates is undoubtedly soft at that early point in the campaign, though 
the poll provided no measure of this.) Yet the most startling figure here is that 63 percent 
of the respondents had not yet even heard of 187. Another initiative was on voters' minds, 
however: 85 percent of respondents had heard of the "three strikes" measure, and 80 
percent of them had made up their minds on it. Further, a full 73 percent of all Wilson 
voters in that poll cited his stance on crime and the death penalty as "extremely 
important" in their decision to vote for him.  
 By September, only 10 percent of poll respondents were still undecided on the 
governor's race; Wilson was correctly shown to be leading and on his way to victory. 
Meanwhile, 26 percent of registered voters still could not recall having heard anything 
about proposition 187. Of those who had heard of the measure, 20 percent were 
undecided on it, meaning that the actual number of voters whose opinions had 
crystallized on this immigration issue was lower still. The real issue driving Wilson's 
success was clear: in an open-response question regarding what voters liked about him, 
the largest number of responses pertained to his "toughness on crime." A scant 1 percent 
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of respondents volunteered Wilson's stance on the immigration issue, even after three 
prompts from the questioner. 
 
Table 1 Undecideds for Governor versus Awareness of Propositions

Vote Intentions in the Survey July 17 Sept. 18 Oct. 30 

Governor Election Preferences     

Percent for Wilson 40  48  47  

Percent for Brown  43  41  38  

Undecided  16  10  7  

Propositions     

Unfamiliar with 187  63  26  10  

Unfamiliar with 184  15  9 9 

Source: The California Field Poll Studies, Field Institute. Note: Percentages shown are of 
statewide registered voters.
 

By the last month of the campaign, when the late-October poll was taken, the 
number of people unfamiliar with 187 is comparable with the rest of the leading issues: 
down to 10 percent. By then, the focus of the governor's race had shifted heavily--if not 
exclusively--to the 187 debate, and Kathleen Brown had taken her outspoken stance 
against the measure to contrast Wilson's support for it. Yet, many voters' gubernatorial 
decisions had already solidified. Wilson still led in the polls, only 7 percent of voters 
were undecided, and over 80 percent of both candidates' supporters said they were "very 
certain" about their choices. The electorate does not appear to have been decided on 187 
at this point, however. The poll showed the measure failing 44 to 41 percent with 14 
percent undecided among those voters who had heard of it--the measure won two weeks 
later by a sizeable 59 to 41 percent margin. 

These figures do not prove any causality in the decision-making processes of 
individual voters, but the broad trends are clear: opinion in the electorate began to 
solidify on the governor's race--in large part based on the crime issue--before 187 had 
even fully come to the fore. This suggests that the model for testing the determinants of 
the 187 vote should use the gubernatorial vote as an independent variable. Importantly, 
this also allows the model to remain consistent with those found in previous studies, 
which suggest that voters follow endorsements and partisan cues in navigating the 
initiative voting process. If any measure was aberrant in this regard, it was more likely 
184, not 187. Meanwhile Proposition 187, because of the way in which the candidates 
ardently attached themselves to opposite sides, remains an excellent test of an initiative as 
a running mate. 

 
Ballot Data Sources 

 
The data for the study comes from voters' actual ballots. The ballots allow us to directly 
examine voting patterns and are superior to survey data because ballots, unlike survey 
respondents, do not lie, forget, or guess about which votes were cast. 
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Using the ballot data, even answers to the basic questions are telling: crosstabs 
can show exactly how many Wilson voters voted consistently with his stance on 187, and 
exactly how many of Brown's voters did so with her stance. However, this does not settle 
the matter on candidate-centered voting, and the ballot data allows the analysis to go even 
further. The kinds of ballot patterns which led to a 187 vote will be examined, which 
bears directly on the hypotheses: for example, what happened when an otherwise heavily 
Democratic voter crossed the party line and voted for Wilson--did they also vote 
conservatively on 187? If so, was this surprising, or did even the Brown voters behave 
inconsistently as well? Further, partisan voting tendencies can now be measured directly 
in the form of how many party-line votes a voter actually cast. When the analyses control 
for partisan voting behavior, separating the effects of a gubernatorial vote from the 
effects of any other votes becomes both possible, and revealing. By contrast, data derived 
from aggregated vote counts, even at the precinct level, can never speak with full 
authority on how certain vote choices correlated with others.  

The 8,500 ballots for this study were randomly sampled from those cast in Los 
Angeles County in the 1994 statewide election.2 A sample drawn from LA County alone 
is acceptable because the study is not considering percentages across statewide election 
returns. Rather, this study is interested in various types of voter behavior with regard to 
the ballot. Therefore it does not matter where, for example, a consistently conservative 
voter comes from, but only that there are some in the sample.  

The fact that these voters all resided in Los Angeles is a benefit to the study. The 
Los Angeles media market is so intense, it is even more likely that a voter seeking a 
partisan cue on an initiative would be able to find one. Recall that the theory behind this 
experiment suggests that candidate-centered voting for an initiative can occur when 
voters are inundated with candidate-centered cues. If California in 1994 was a good 
environment in which to test this hypothesis, then Los Angeles was akin to a petri dish: 
no other media market in the state is subjected to as much campaign advertising and full-
bore media blitz. Finally, none of the candidates considered here is affiliated with Los 
Angeles to the degree that it might make voters more aware of their stances or 
predisposed to vote for any of them as "favorite sons." 

Table 2 shows the final vote tallies for the various races, both in Los Angeles and 
in the sample. The table also jumps to the end of the political story told earlier: Wilson 
won the election in convincing fashion, as did his preferred side (the conservative side) of 
proposition 187. The conservative side won huge majorities on propositions 184 and 186, 
as well. Most importantly, the comparison of the sample ballots to the overall returns 
shows that the sample is a faithful representation of all the ballots cast. For example, the 
percent voting for Wilson is off by only 0.3 percent, and 187 Yes voting is off just 0.6 
percent. In addition, the sample is geographically accurate: the percentages of the 
sample's ballots coming from each of the county's congressional districts closely matches 
the actual distribution of ballots cast per district in the election.  
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Table 2. Vote Totals for LA County and for Ballot Data Sample 

Race Democrat LA Sample  Republican  LA Sample 
Governor  Brown 44.3 45.0  Wilson  48.6 48.3 
Lt. Governor  Davis 54.4 55.2  Wright  33.1 31.9 
Senate Feinstein 48.7 49.2  Huffington  38.1 38.0 
Sec of State  Miller  46.1 46.6 Jones  35.5 35.0 
Attry General  Umberg  41.5 42.2 Lungren  44.5 44.6 
Insurance C.  Torres  46.1 46.9 Quackenbush  39.5 39.6 
Treasurer  Angelides  42.8 40.8 Fong  40.1 39.5 
Controller  Connell  50.6 51.6 McClintock  36.0 35.5 

Proposition  LA Sample 
181 YES  31.3 32.0 
181 NO 56.0 55.9  
184 YES  65.5 65.7 
184 NO 24.2 24.1  
186 YES  26.8 27.2 
186 NO 64.6 63.3  
187 YES  53.3 52.7 
187 NO 41.8 43.6  

Source for LA Data: Statement of Vote, California Secretary of State. Note: Figures are 
percentages of votes received out of total number of LA county voters in election
 
 

The Governor's Race: General Effects 
 
To begin, there is a strong link found between a vote for Brown or Wilson, and a 
liberal or conservative 187 vote, respectively. 69.7 % of all Brown voters who 
voted on 187 cast a liberal, "no" vote on the measure, while 77.5 % of all Wilson 
voters who cast a vote on 187 cast a conservative "yes". The correlation between 
the two votes is .50. For comparison, Table 3 shows the correlations between 
voting for the eight statewide candidate races, including the Governor's race, and 
the four ideological initiatives examined here.  

The correlation between the Governor's vote and the 187 vote is the 
highest one found among all the comparisons. Between the statewide partisan 
races and the 187 vote, the next strongest coefficient is for the Senate races at .39-
-well below the .50 by comparison, and nearly identical to the Insurance 
Commissioner's race. (Recall that while the Senatorial candidates did in fact take 
opposing stances on 187 late in the campaign, there was nothing to suggest that 
the Insurance Commissioner's race influenced the 187 vote.) 
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Table 3. Correlations Between Partisan Candidate Voting and Ideological 
Initiative Voting

 
Office 

Prop 187 
Immigration 

Prop 186 
Health 

Prop 184 
3 Strikes 

Prop 181 
Bonds 

Governor  .50  .25  .28  .18  

Lt. Governor  .30  .20  .21  .15  

Senator  .39  .23  .26  .18  

Secretary of State  .35  .22  .24  .16  

Attorney General  .31  .22  .22  .15  

Controller  .35  .21  .23  .17  

Treasurer  .26  .23  .14  .17  

Insurance Comm.  .38  .25  .24  .17  

Source: LA ballot data.
 

Comparing the influence of the Governor's race across other ideological 
initiatives once again suggests the special scenario surrounding proposition 187. No other 
relationship between the governor's vote and an initiative was even close to the one found 
for Prop 187. The coefficient between gubernatorial voting and Proposition 184 (the 
"three strikes" measure which was not a focus of debate between Wilson and Brown) was 
the nearest, and that was a distant .28. 

 
Partisan Voting Expectations 
 
The next step in the analysis is to determine the role that partisanship played in overall 
initiative voting. To accomplish this, two indexes were constructed, and each voter's 
series of ballot choices were used to rank him or her on those indexes. A Candidate Index 
measures how consistently each voter followed a single party line in the eight statewide 
partisan races. An Initiative Index measures how consistently each voter followed either a 
liberal or conservative line across the four initiatives examined here.3 Each index ranges 
from -1 (representing completely Republican voting on the Candidate Index, or fully 
conservative voting on the Initiative Index) to 1 (Democratic voting and liberal voting, 
respectively.).4  

In comparing the two indexes with each other, it is expected that if partisan 
candidate choices led to ideologically consistent initiative choices, then Republican 
voters should behave more conservatively on initiatives, while democratic voters would 
tend to cast more liberal initiative votes. Indeed, the correlation between the two indexes 
is .47. Not surprisingly, partisan voting led to ideologically consistent initiative voting. 
Overall, however, the correlation is not exceptionally strong for reasons which will 
follow shortly.  
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Table 4. Comparison of Partisan Index and Initiative Index  
 
Candidate  

Mean Score  
Candidate Index  

Mean Score  
Initiative Index  

Governor    
Brown (D)  .71  -.01  
Wilson (R)  -.49  -.44  
Senator    
Feinstein (D)  .64  -.04  
Huffington (R)  -.63  -.46  
Lt. Governor    
Davis (D)  .56  -.10  
Wright (R)  -.74  -.46  
Attorney General    
Umberg (D)  .70  -.05  
Lungren (R)  -.52  -.41  
Controller    
Connell (D)  .63  -.07  
McClintock (R)  -.71  -.46  
Secretary of State    
Miller (D)  .67  -.06  
Jones (R)  -.73  -.48  
Treasurer    
Angelides (D)  .66  -.07  
Fong (R)  -.53  -.39  
Insurance Comm.    
Torres (D)  .67  -.03  
Quackenbush (R)  -.61  -.45  

Partisan Index: -1 = Consistent Republican, 1= Consistent Democrat  
Initiative Index: -1 = Consistent Conservative, 1= Consistent Liberal  
 
 

The two indexes are shown side-by-side in Table 4, and broken down by each 
candidate for the statewide offices. The candidate index naturally reflects some of the 
cross-over voting which will occur when a candidate does well. Wilson voters' lower 
rating on the index compared to other Republican candidates is due to the fact that as he 
built his victorious majority, he naturally pulled some Democrats to his side for the 
governor's vote, Democrats who, as they moved down the ballot card, went on to cast 
many Democratic votes on other statewide races. 
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However, Wilson voters were as a whole just as inclined to behave conservatively 
on initiatives as those of any other Republican candidate. Note that those voters who 
supported Wilson rated a -.44 out of a fully consistent -1.0 on the index; by comparison, 
those voters who cast a ballot for the Republicans' Lieutenant Governor candidate, Cathie 
Wright, rated a -.46 on the same index. This is despite the fact that Wright's voters were a 
far more purely partisan bloc than Pete Wilson's supporters: Wright's voters scored a 
mean of -.74 out of -1.0 on the candidate consistency index, compared to Wilson voters' -
.49. 

This discrepancy between Wilson voters' means on the candidate and initiative 
indexes reveals that many voters who cast largely Democratic ballots on the state offices, 
but who crossed party lines to vote for Wilson, also voted more conservatively on 
initiatives. That is the only way that the mean for Wilson voters could have remained as 
conservative as it was on the initiative index. As will be seen later, it was on proposition 
187 in particular, that these voters punched a conservative initiative ballot to go with their 
Republican gubernatorial vote. 

Kathleen Brown's voters were generally strong behavioral Democrats--yet they 
were still not inclined to vote liberally on initiatives. Brown voters' mean stance on the 
index is just a hair to the conservative side of zero, at -.01. Similarly, the group of voters 
for any other Democratic candidate has a mean even further to the conservative side. So 
while the set of Brown voters was, relatively, the most liberal of these groups, even they 
were not inclined to behave liberally, overall, on the initiatives. While this expectation for 
Brown voters is, in fact, the case for most initiatives, it will be shown that it is not the 
case for 187, and therein will be further evidence of candidate-driven initiative voting.  

 
Candidate Effects 
 
This section considers how the voters for each candidate voted on the individual 
initiatives. This will help demonstrate the ideological consistency which emerged on each 
initiative, specifically, as well as which candidates' voters displayed the greatest 
consistency. This also sets up a comparison between Brown and Wilson voters, reveals 
how consistent they were on the 187 vote, and how that consistency compares to their 
other initiative voting patterns. Table 5 lists each candidate for statewide office and their 
partisan affiliation. For each candidate, the figures in the table represent the percentage of 
a the candidate's voters who cast conservative votes on the initiatives listed.  

The numbers are particularly revealing on the matter of Kathleen Brown's 
influence. Of the voters who cast a ballot for Brown, just 26.6% cast a conservative ballot 
on Prop 187; that is, in the opposite direction of the way she had urged. Reading across 
the table, it is shown that this is a far smaller number than the percentages of her voters 
who voted conservatively on each of the three other initiatives; a majority of people who 
voted for Brown cast conservative votes on the other measures considered here. This 
includes the 52.3% who coupled a vote for the liberal democrat Brown with a 
conservative stance on Proposition 184, 51.2% who took a conservative stand on the 
health care measure, and 46.7% who voted against the public bond measure 181. 
Proposition 187 was the measure on which Brown most vehemently voiced a stance, on 
which she partly defined her campaign and, therefore, on which she emitted the most 
easily acquired voting cues. 
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Table 5. Percentage of Candidates' Voters Casting CONSERVATIVE Votes on 
Propositions (Percentages reflect portion of voters who cast ballots for the 
given proposition.)  
 
Candidate  

187  
Immigration  

186  
Health Care 

184  
"3 Strikes"  

181  
Rail Bonds  

Governor      
Brown (D)  26.6  51.2  52.3  46.7  
Wilson (R)  77.5  75.4  78.9  65.6  
Senator      
Feinstein (D)  35.3  53.8  54.9  48.0  
Huffington (R)  77.4  77.7  81.6  67.9  
Lt. Governor      
Davis (D)  41.4  57.7  59.0  42.8  
Wright (R)  74.9  79.1  81.5  68.7  
Attorney General      
Umberg (D)  37.1  54.4  57.1  50.0  
Lungren (R)  70.0  76.6  78.5  66.0  
Controller      
Connell (D)  38.1  56.6  58.1  50.7  
McClintock (R)  75.3  78.6  81.0  70.0  
Secretary of State      
Miller (D)  37.8  56.6  57.3  51.4  
Jones (R)  77.0  79.7  82.7  69.9  
Treasurer      
Angelides (D)  39.0  53.8  60.6  49.0  
Fong (R)  67.3  77.1  75.7  67.6  
Insurance Comm.      
Torres (D)  34.7  53.6  56.3  49.2  
Quackenbush (R)  74.5  78.9  80.9  68.3  

 
Reading down the table in the 187 column, note that the standout connection 

between a liberal 187 vote and a Brown vote was most pronounced for Brown among all 
Democratic candidates. Of all those voters who cast a ballot for Feinstein for Senate, for 
example, 35.3% of them cast a conservative "yes" vote on 187--nearly ten percentage 
points higher than the same figure for Brown voters. This is the case for all of the races. 
To be sure, in no case did a majority of supporters for a Democrat cross over to a 
conservative vote on 187, and so this appears to have been a generally partisan initiative. 
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However, nowhere was there a group as unwilling to cast conservative ballots on the 
initiative as were Brown's voters. 

For Wilson voters, the effect is not as clear from these marginals. The 77.5% of 
his voters who cast conservative votes on 187 is roughly mirrored across the initiatives. 
Republican voters on each of the statewide races were fairly consistent in their 
conservative initiative voting, on proposition 187 and on all the measures examined here. 
Wilson's true effect will surface later in the multivariate models, where it will be easier to 
separate the impact of a vote for him on a vote for Prop 187. 

 
Predicting the Initiative Vote 

 
The final and most critical test of the hypothesis comes as the effect of a vote for either 
Wilson or Brown on the vote for 187 is isolated in a multivariate model, one which 
controls for partisan and ideological voting patterns. The model uses the voter's full 
voting pattern across the eight statewide offices to demonstrate partisan behavior. Since 
the analysis aims to show the impact of the governor's vote as a predictive force, the 
model depicts that partisan pattern as a combination of a governor's vote (either Wilson 
or Brown) plus the number of other partisan choices, out of the seven other statewide 
races, which were consistent with that gubernatorial vote.  

This allows a comparison of the independent effect of strong partisan candidate 
voting on 187 voting (which, as has been discussed, is expected to lead to ideological 
consistency) with the effect of less-partisan candidate voting on 187 voting. Specifically, 
it offers answers to two questions which bear directly on the hypothesis: when a 
Democrat--that is, a voter who chose mostly Democratic candidates--decided to cross 
party lines and vote for the Republican Wilson, does the model predict that he or she 
matched Wilson's stance on 187? Likewise, when a Republican--a voter who chose 
mostly Republican candidates--decided to vote for Kathleen Brown, does the model 
predict that he or she also sided with Brown against 187? The model also measures a 
voter's ideological voting tendencies, as evidenced by their votes on the three other 
ideological initiatives on the ballot (181, 184, 186). The independent variable here is once 
again the initiative consistency index, this time with 187, of course, removed. 

Table 6 shows the results from this model, a logistic regression which predicts 
whether a voter will cast a liberal (no) vote on 187 or a conservative (yes) vote on 187. In 
keeping with the coding used throughout the analysis, negative coefficients point in a 
conservative direction, and positive ones in a liberal direction. The far right column takes 
advantage of the logistic regression technique by translating the coefficients within the 
model into predicted voting outcomes. It lists the type of 187 vote which the model 
predicts, given each of the voting patterns. 

The results show that the role of partisan voting is still alive and well, as 
expected. A voter who cast a consistent Republican ballot across all eight statewide 
offices (including in the gubernatorial race) is, not surprisingly, strongly predicted to cast 
a conservative vote on 187. Similarly, a voter casting a consistent Democratic ballot is 
predicted to vote the liberal way on 187. The coefficient for Republican consistency is, in 
fact, the largest in the model. The coefficient for Democratic consistency is the strongest 
of all the factors which point toward a liberal vote. 
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Table 6. Logistic Regression on No Vote for Proposition 187  

 
 
Ballot Pattern  

 

B  

 

Wald  

Predicted 187 Vote  
Based on Probability Function  

Consistent Democrat  .97***  175.12  Liberal  

Brown + 1 Republican  .89***  97.82  Liberal  

Brown + 2 Republicans  .74***  31.87  Liberal  

Brown + 3 Republicans  .60***  12.77  Liberal  

Brown + 4 Republicans  .52 3.34  -  

Brown +5 Republicans  .41 1.64  -  

Brown +6 Republicans  .79 4.39  -  

Brown +7 Republicans  .50 1.01  -  

Consistent Republican  -1.71***  335.32  Conservative  

Wilson + 1 Democrat  -1.24***  127.65  Conservative  

Wilson + 2 Democrats  -1.02***  69.73  Conservative  

Wilson + 3 Democrats  -1.04***  59.82  Conservative  

Wilson + 4 Democrats  -.80***  34.59  Conservative  

Wilson + 5 Democrats  -.89***  31.01  Conservative  

Wilson + 6 Democrats  -.91***  29.81  Conservative  

Wilson +7 Democrats  -1.10***  26.04  Conservative  

Initiative Ideology Index#  .14***  90.90  -  

Constant  .06 1.71  -  

Correctly Predicted: 71.23%  
***Significant at .001  
#Index coding: -1 = Conservative votes, all other initiatives, 1= Liberal votes, all other 
initiatives.  

The key findings, however, are revealed as the model predicts the 187 votes of the 
voters who did not cast party-line ballots. First and foremost, note that a voter who can 
safely be called a Democrat--one who cast seven Democratic votes for seven lower 
statewide offices-- but who cast a sole Republican vote for Pete Wilson for Governor, 
would be predicted to vote Wilson's way on 187. Underscoring this finding is the 
evidence that any ballot pattern which involved a vote for Wilson predicted a 
conservative 187 vote. This includes the aforementioned pattern with Wilson as the only 
Republican vote, but also extends to every ballot pattern which mixed any number of 
Democratic and Republican votes below the Governor's slot. These combinations did not 
matter once the vote for Wilson had been cast--the voter would still be expected to follow 
his endorsement on 187. For each ballot pattern involving Wilson, the coefficient is 
significant at the .001 level, it naturally points in the direction of the conservative vote on 
187, and the model predicts that a conservative vote will be cast..5 Wilson's strong 
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backing of the measure appears to have led voters to link the two votes at the ballot box. 
A vote for him was equated with a conservative vote on 187 even after partisan voting 
was taken into account  

For Brown, the effect was less dramatic but still strong. A vote for Brown would 
still predict a liberal vote on 187 even when the voter had cast up to three Republican 
votes out of the seven other races. This is no small effect--such a voter would be 
considered a weak Democrat overall, having cast the vote for Brown and split the rest of 
their statewide offices for the Democrats four to three. There is also a consistent pattern 
among the coefficients showing the declining influence of Brown's endorsement as the 
voter strayed further and further from the Democratic party line. As a Brown vote is 
coupled with each additional Republican vote later in the ballot, the coefficients shrink 
and the likelihood of the voter following Brown's endorsement on 187 declines. This 
occurs until the voter has cast 4 Republican votes, at which point the coefficients pointing 
toward liberalism become statistically insignificant. 

Brown, too, can be said to have succeeded in associating her candidacy with her 
favored side of the 187 issue. Even among split-ticket voters who showed Republican 
leanings, a vote for her predicted that the voter would follow her lead on the measure. 
Table 7 below summaries the gubernatorial effects. 
 
Table 7. Summary: Predicted 187 Vote Based on Governor's Vote and Overall 
Partisan Behavior  
Governor's Vote  Strong Democrat  Split Ticket Voter  Strong Republican  

Brown (Dem)  Liberal  Liberal  (Undetermined)  

Wilson (Rep)  Conservative  Conservative  Conservative  

 
"Strong" partisanship denoted by >4 votes cast for a party out of 8 state offices.  
"Split ticket" denoted by 2 or 3 offices voted in opposite direction of Governor's vote.  
 

Having established the relationship between the governor's race and 187 voting, 
the question becomes whether or not that impact is unique to 187 and to the gubernatorial 
candidates. To test the impact of the two other major statewide races (Senate and 
Lieutenant Governor) on 187 voting, the same logistic model was employed. The model 
was run twice more, once each with the Senate and then Lieutenant Governor's races 
isolated in the ballot patterns rather than the governor's race. There were no significant 
effects on the initiative vote emerging from any of the candidates in either of those races. 
(See Appendix A for results.) In the resulting equations, only consistently partisan 
candidate voting and ideological stances on other initiatives were predictors of a 187 
vote. The choice of a particular Senate candidate, once the model controlled for partisan 
voting and stances on other initiatives, did not sway the model's prediction of a voter's 
stance. This same non-finding emerges for the Lieutenant Governor's vote as well. Ballot 
patterns combining a vote for Gray Davis, the Democrat, with more than two Republican 
votes were predicted to lead to a conservative 187 stance; Davis evidently had no 
influence on this measure. Finally, the findings are the same for the other, more minor, 
candidate races on the ballot. This is once again in keeping with the hypothesis: although 
the Senate and Lieutenant Governor candidates did take positions on the 187 measure, 
neither of the two campaigns hinged on the issue. Therefore, according to theory, there 
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should not have been any independent linkage between a vote in one of these races and 
the 187 vote. 

Next, the effect of the governor's race on 187 is compared to the effects of the 
race on other initiative voting. Unlike the strong predictive impact found for 
gubernatorial voting on the 187 vote, there is no pattern of impact found for the 
governor's race on votes for propositions 181, 184 or 186. When the same logistic 
regression model is employed to predict voting on these other measures, the results for 
show that only consistent partisan voting and the ideological choices made on other 
initiatives are factors. There is no evidence of a linkage between the governor's vote and 
initiative voting for any of these measures. (See Appendix B for results.) Republican 
votes in any number generally predict conservative voting on both 184 and 186--but 
those Republican selections do not necessarily need to include Pete Wilson for Governor; 
combinations including a Brown vote for governor and other Republican choices still 
lead to conservative vote predictions. On both Propositions 184 and 186, only consistent 
democratic voters who also cast other liberal initiative votes could be predicted to vote 
liberally; a Brown vote had no influence. On Prop 181, meanwhile, a Wilson vote on its 
own was not associated with conservative leanings.  

The results of the multivariate models, then, have passed the same tests which 
were constructed for the earlier crosstabs. Heavy partisan voting, particularly straight-
ticket voting, had the strong effects expected throughout voting on all initiatives. The 
effect of the governor's race was not only very strong on 187, but also relegated to it. 
There was no effect on 187 for any other set of high-profile candidates.  

 
Conclusion 

 
The hypothesis stated that "candidate-centered" initiative voting would appear when 
high-profile candidates took opposing positions on an initiative measure, and made those 
stances dominant elements of their campaigns. In this situation voters would see the 
measure as linked to those candidates, and would equate a vote for one with a vote for the 
other. The case of Proposition 187 in California provided an excellent test, complete with 
other ideological initiatives on the ballot to compare to the gubernatorial vote/187 vote 
relationship. 

Such a "candidate-centered" scenario did materialize: a voter's choice on 187 is 
related to their gubernatorial vote even after controlling for partisan and ideological 
voting patterns. Just as importantly, these candidate effects were confined to Proposition 
187. The intense debate which the candidates created over the issue, and the sharp 
rhetoric which dominated the messages and the media coverage, forged a linkage 
between the candidate and that initiative vote. That personality-driven environment was 
not created for the other initiatives. As a result, candidate-centered initiative voting was 
present exactly where it was expected--and nowhere else. 

Wilson and Brown were the only candidates to have this personal impact beyond 
what could be expected from consistent partisan voting. This was also as the hypothesis 
had expected. While other candidates had endorsed initiative stances, none of the other 
statewide races revolved around 187 in the same manner as the governor's contest. The 
environment around these races was nowhere near as laden with candidate-driven cues 
for 187. 
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Wilson and Brown may have been the sole focus of the candidate-centered 
initiative campaign of 1994, but future candidates may follow their example. The success 
of Wilson's efforts to tie together his candidacy and a ballot measure may inspire other 
political hopefuls to pick up an initiative as a "running mate," either as a way of defining 
their campaign or as a way of advancing a policy agenda. For these candidates, forging 
such a linkage may represent an opportunity not just to win elective office, but also to 
have their specific policies and measures steamrolled into law alongside them. 

In an era when voters are deluged with ballot decisions, such candidates offer 
voters tempting, easy-to-use shortcuts on initiative choices. The stronger the message 
connecting the candidate to the initiative, and the more heated the debate around it, the 
less that shortcut will cost to pick up--and the more likely it will be that voters use it. The 
resultant linkages which form between political candidates and initiative questions will 
be well worth watching. It will help determine how we interpret the meaning of initiative 
results: are they well-considered policy preferences, weighed on their own merits by a 
careful citizenry--or simply the extensions of candidates' platforms? The latter is certainly 
not what the Progressives had in mind when they placed their faith--and a greater say in 
critical decisions--in the hands of the people. 

 
Endnotes 

1. The 1994 California Field Polls (conducted August through October) showed that 82 percent of 
all respondents who identified themselves as liberals of some form (either strong, weak or 
leaning) also declared themselves Democrats of some form (strong, weak or leaning) , while 69 
percent of all those identifying themselves as conservatives of some form declared themselves 
Republicans.  

2. Los Angeles County uses a punch-card voting system, and the process by which the county 
tabulates these cards creates as a by-product an image of each card in binary form. These images 
are stored by the county on magnetic tapes. The decoding of these images is an extensive process 
which involves conversion of the hexadecimal values into a re-creation of the voter's actual set of 
punches on the ballot. In addition, since candidate positions rotate on the ballots, the rotations for 
each ballot type must be matched with the punch locations to finally determine which votes were 
cast. This entire process was handled with a computer program which I wrote for the task. 

3. Ideological stances on these initiatives were coded as follows:  

Ballot Proposition  187 Immigration 186 Health care 184 Three strikes 181 Railway bonds

Yes Vote  Conservative  Liberal  Conservative  Liberal  

No Vote  Liberal  Conservative  Liberal  Conservative  

4. Voters who did not vote on a particular measure or office, or who voted a third-party candidate, 
were coded zero for that ballot choice. 

5. Probabilities greater than .5 predict the event in question (in this case, the initiative vote) to 
occur. Those probabilities are derived from a function of the constant of the model and the 
coefficient.  
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