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Introduction 


Robert Kuttner, of the American Prospect magazine has stated impressively that “living wage campaigns are the most interesting (and under-reported) grassroots enterprise to emerge since the civil rights movement” (Kuttner 1997).  Since Kuttner’s remark, a large literature has developed on the living wage movement.  It includes contributions by advocates from economics and labor studies, (Janis-Aparicio et. al. 1996, Fine 1998, Pollin and Luce 1998, Luce and Pollan 1999, Luce 2001, Nissen 2000, Levi, Olson, and Steinman 2002-3). Scholars have examined the living wage as a strategy for labor revitalization (Levi, Olson, and Steinman 2002-3),  studied its diffusion (Martin 2001, 2006), and examined its intended and unintended consequences, (Pollin, Brenner, and Luce 2002, Buss and Romeo 2006).  David Neumark and Scott Adams are the most prominent economist critics of living wage ordinances, arguing that “the central goal of living wages is to reduce poverty, yet they may fail to do so because of disemployment effects” (2004).  However, their 2005 article “confirms earlier findings that business-assistance living wage laws boost wages of the lowest wage workers at the cost of some disemployment, ultimately reducing net urban poverty.”  

While this movement may no longer remain underreported, it remains a fascinating puzzle. Why did this tactic diffuse so quickly, so that over a twelve-year period, 140 ordinances would be passed? It was not for lack of business opposition, even though the ordinances affected a tiny percentage of a city’s workforce.  Given its limited reach, why did its proponents find it a worthy goal? And why did a particular fraction – 83 of 1,072 cities over 25,000, or eight percent  – pass such an ordinance?

We advance extant research on the diffusion of living wage policies (Martin 2001; 2006) in three ways. First, we use a significantly larger dataset of U.S. cities. By including in our study all cities above 25,000 people we end up with a dataset of 1072 cities, compared with 198 cities included in previous research (Martin 2001; 2006). Second, we use new variables to measure not only the density of local unions but also the density of progressive associations and communities’ history of progressive activism. Third, we distinguish between early and late adoption and we analyze temporal effects in the diffusion of the living wage ordinances. Our analyses bring us closer to an explanation of the conditions that make some cities more likely than others to pass a living wage ordinance.   
Brief history of the living wage movement

The living wage campaign attempts to pass local ordinances to raise the wage floor for specified groups of workers covered by the ordinance.  While living wage laws differ in specifics, they all require firms that receive public funds to pay wages above the minimum wage, and have varied over time and place between $7 and 12 per hour. Some ordinances also require a higher wage if no family health insurance is provided, mandate public standards as paid vacation time, or include measures to protect workers who wish to organize a union. Additionally, a number of ordinances cover not only contractors but also companies that receive tax abatements and other forms of financial assistance. 

The living wage movement developed in a particular economicand political context. It responded to two economic changes which go back to the early 1980s. First, it responded to the failure of federal and state minimum wage laws to keep pace with inflation and to enable the lowest-paid workers to live above the poverty line. For example, while during the 1960 and 1970s the minimum wage was sufficient to maintain a family of three above the poverty line, starting in the early 1980s a family of three living on the minimum wage fell below the poverty line (Levin-Waldman 2005: 29). Second, it is a response to the trend to outsource public services to contractors who pay considerably lower wages because they are unfettered by unions and municipal civil service rules in a lcity budgets eroded as businesses and middle-class residents left, shrinking their tax bases. Since the 1980s, federal monies to cities declined.
 Cities compete with each other for businesses by offering the best tax breaks, and cutting expenses by layoffs and privatizing city functions in the “race to the bottom” (Peterson, Clavel and Kleniewski, Rusk). With privatization, more city functions are likely to be filled by lower-wage workers. Meanwhile, after an increase to $5.15 under Clinton effective in 1997, the minimum wage remained constant for ten years (until a Democratic Congress raised the minimum wage to $7.25, effective in 2007). The number of “working poor” began to increase in the 1970s, and grew drastically after welfare cuts by the Reagan administration in 1981 (Chilman in Luce 2004:17).  In 1989 the Bureau of Labor Statistics published its first report on the working poor, finding that two-thirds worked full time but low wages kept them in poverty. 

Although Des Moines, Iowa and Gary, Indiana (1988 and 1991 respectively) passed selective wage increases for employees of city contractors, the movement is usually dated from 1994, when Baltimore BUILD, a federation of forty-six churches affiliated with the Industrial Areas Foundation, teamed up with AFSCME (American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees), the largest union of public workers. This effort was the first to use the term “living wage,” underlining its distinction from the minimum wage, which keeps a family of four below the already artificially low poverty level. For example, the 2009 figure below which a family of four is considered to be living in poverty is $22,050 (Health and Human Services). Since 1994, approximately 140 living wage ordinances have been passed.  Of this figure, by mid 2009, a total of 88 cities, towns and villages over 10,000 people have passed living wage laws. (The rest apply to townships, counties, and universities.) This paper considers these cities, towns, and village living wage ordinances.
Figure 1 shows the diffusion of municipal living wage ordinances over time –the rate of adoption was relatively high between 1996 and 2003; by 2004, the campaign has “run out of steam” and after 2006 no new cities adopted living wage ordinances. Figure 2 shows that many of the cities that have adopted living wage ordinances are located in the Midwest (Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota) in the West (California, Oregon) and in the North East (New York, Maryland). The list of cities that adopted living wage ordinances includes not only large cities such as Los Angeles, California, and Chicago, Illinois, but also smaller cities such as New Britain, Connecticut, or Somerville, Massachusetts. 
[Figures 1 and 2 about here]

Unlike federal and state minimum wage laws, some living wage ordinances establish a basic living wage level and then index it to either increases in state median wages or to increases in the Consumer Price Index (Levin-Waldman 2005: 25).  As the movement grew, activists became more ambitious, often attaching other “community benefits” or revisiting the scene of an earlier victory to expand the number of workers covered.  Some campaigns also convinced municipalities to “bring their own pay scales up to a living wage”. Consequently, while the number of people covered varies by region, in some cases the number of workers who receive direct aid from the living wage ordinance is significant. For example, in San Francisco approximately 22,000 workers have received aid from the living wage ordinance (Reynolds 2004: 69). 
Lack of political opportunity at the federal level motivated the local living wage movement. The strategy has always been primarily political, not economic, as it covers so few of a city’s workers.  Clinton was lukewarm about a federal increase (Reich), and after it was raised 90 cents to $5.15 in 1997, there was no political opening for significant wage increases at the federal level.  ACORN, the national community organizing group, “venue shopped” and lowered its sights to the state and local levels (Pralle, Swarts 2007). Inspired by the Baltimore living wage victory in 1994, in 1996 ACORN attempted a far more ambitious statewide minimum wage increase in Missouri, from $4.25 to $6.25. The campaign was drastically outspent by business and failed statewide. However, it drew over 70% of the St. Louis vote. (Swarts 2008).  Next, ACORN then attempted ballot initiatives to win a $6.50 citywide minimum wage increases in Houston and Denver, and was outvoted 3-1. ACORN learned that the business community fought hard against universal minimum wage increases, so it retreated to the much more limited living wage campaign. 

The most important national organization for the living wage campaign is ACORN, the  Association of Community Organizations for Reform Now , one of the largest and oldest community organizing groups in the U.S. (founded in 1970). ”with over 200,000 members in over 90 cities.”
 ACORN chapters have been involved in numerous living wage campaigns, leading coalitions that have won living wage ordinances in cities such as St. Louis, St. Paul, Minneapolis, Boston, Oakland, Denver, Chicago, New Orleans, Detroit, New York City, Sacramento and San Francisco. ACORN has also organized a Living Wage Resource Center, which has acted as an important clearing house for information and has the declared mission “to track the living wage movement and provide materials and strategies to living wage organizers all over the country.”
 Other national organizations have also contributed significant resources to local efforts to adopt living wage ordinances; examples include Jobs with Justice, the National Interfaith Committee for Worker Justice, or the American Federation of Labor-Congress of Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO). 

The most important initiatives for the living wage campaign, however, are at the grassroots level. Living wage ordinances are generally adopted because grassroots activist are able to build coalitions between notable labor, religious, and community groups. Local labor activists are usually among the core activists not only because the labor movement has traditionally fought for living wages in order to protect workplace bargaining power but also because are self-interested to strengthen union’s role. For example, union organizers from the Service Employees International Union (SEIU) and the Hotel, Entertainment, and Restaurant Employees Union (HERE) are frequently involved in the living wage campaign because their membership is typically covered by living wage ordinances (Reynolds 2004: 70). Moreover, faith communities have also been active in grassroots living wage campaigns because they have a long tradition of supporting worker justice. Most remarkably, as one author noted, “the endorsers of living wage campaigns have reached well beyond the ‘usual suspects’ of traditionally liberal activist churches to include mainline denominations” (Reynolds 2004: 71).
Living wage ordinances are not adopted without opposition. Most frequently, the opposition comes from local Chambers of Commerce, which sounds the alarm of “interfering with the market and creating an unfriendly business climate” (Waltman 2008: 185). The Employment Policies Institute, a think-tank funded mainly by the restaurant and retail industry, is the most significant opponent of living wage ordinances at the national level. The most common arguments against living wages are that a living wage will lead to employment loses and firms relocating, or that they will lead to higher contract costs and, thus, to higher taxes or service cuts. Living wage supporters counteract by quoting numerous academic studies which found that paying living wages costs relatively little money, benefits most employers over the long-term, and produces few job losses (Reynolds and Kern 2003; Luce 2004).
Theory and hypotheses
Research on social movement outcomes has focused mainly on movements’ impact on public policy at the national or state level. One of the main perspectives on movements’ impact focuses on the role of social movement organizations (SMOs). According to this approach, social movement organizations shape the policymaking process mostly because they use institutionalized tactics such as litigation and lobbying. This perspective predicts that organizational capacity is essential for a movement’s success: the stronger a movement’s organizational infrastructure is, the more likely that policies relevant to that social movement are going to be adopted and implemented. Indeed, a number of studies have shown that the strength of supportive social movement organizations impacts the policy makers’ decisions not only at the local level but also at the state and national levels (Soule et al 1999; Cress and Snow 2000; Andrews 2001).


Another perspective focuses on the role of political opportunity structures, or on the “consistent, but not necessarily formal or permanent, dimensions of the political environment that provide incentives for people to undertake collective action by affecting their expectations for success or failure” (Tarrow 1994: 85). Most scholars using this approach have emphasized that political opportunity structures are external resources that can benefit even weak and disorganized challengers. For example, these scholars have examined how movement mobilization and policy outcomes are influenced by the presence of elite allies, or by changes in the level of elite receptivity to protests and their willingness to repress protests (Kriesi et al. 1995; Soule et al. 1999; Andrews 2001; McCammon et al. 2001). Therefore, the political opportunity structure perspective suggests that political context has a major influence on the movement outcomes, which is independent of the level of movement mobilization. 
Some scholars have also argued that public policies are shaped not only by political opportunity structures but also by the interaction between organizational strength, political context, and public opinion. For example, Soule and Olzak (2004) show that the adoption of the Equal Right Amendment by U.S. states was influenced by the presence of social movement organizations and political party support, but also by public opinion. As this study shows, the effect of social movement organizations can be amplified by the presence of elite allies, while the effect of public opinion can be mediated by political factors such as the level of competitiveness of the electoral system. 
The political process approach to analyzing social movements includes the combined factors of political context, SMO organizational strength, and issue framing. While this recently dominant approach has received perceptive criticisms, it remains useful for understanding the dynamics of movements. Above, we argued that the national political context was hostile to a national or even state minimum wage increases, which led activists to shift levels to the state (which at first failed) and then to universal minimum wage increase campaigns in cities (which also failed), and finally to the more limited living wage campaigns for employees of firms receiving public money (Kern 2005). Case studies have shown that within cities, the local political context, in particular the availability of elite allies on city councils, influenced whether and how quickly an ordinance was passed by the council. (Some ordinances passed by ballot measure, but the wording of measures has made them more vulnerable to legal challenges by business opposition, for example in St. Louis ; Swarts 2008).  The frame “living wage” was chosen to bring a moral connotation to the issue of wages, long framed by business as just another “special interest” of “union bosses.” It resonated with earlier uses of the phrase, linked to the idea that a full day’s work deserves a full day’s pay, and that full-time work should sustain a worker (male) and his family. Finally, local coalitions of organizations have generally been essential to winning a living wage ordinance. The most effective coalitions included a mix of labor and community organizations, ideally including one or more religious congregation or group (Levi, Olson, and Steinman 2002-3, Luce 2004).. The latter lent moral authority and legitimacy and helped city residents focus on the problem of low-wage work as a moral issue. Coalitions also included a wide variety of “peace and justice” organizations.
According to resource mobilization and political process theory, we would expect intensity of grievance (an extensive low-wage population) to be a less salient predictor  of cities that adopt LW ordinances than local political opportunity and density of organizations likely to lead such campaigns. Political opportunity as understood in political process theory is external to SMO actors (a possibly narrow understanding which has been criticized  for ignoring the ways actors can create opportunities). We were unable to measure local political opportunity for our database. However, we measure form of city government (strong vs. weak mayor) and more importantly, we include several measures of local political climate: percent of left voters, and an indicator of progressive activism (whether a city passed an anti-apartheid resolution or not). Also, we would expect cities with a left-of-center political culture to provide more grassroots support for an LW ordinance. We expect that a resource-rich city, as measured by city expenditures per capita, would be more likely to adopt an LW ordinance. We also include measures of organizational strength for kinds of groups likely to support an LW campaign: presence of a local ACORN chapter, union density, and progressive association density. We would expect the presence of these organizations in cities that pass living wage ordinances. 
Methods 
We use event history analysis to measure various factors’ weight on the living wage ordinances’ adoption hazard rate. Event history analysis is a statistical technique which models events occurring at specific points in time. The sample includes all US cities that had over 25,000 people in 1991, or 1,072 cities in total. The dependent variable is the hazard of adoption of the living wage ordinance. 

Analyses include municipal population (logged), location in the South, percent of population that is black, and income (logged), taken from Census statistics. We coded the variable form of government using information from the 1991 Municipal Year Book about the two principal forms of local government: ‘weak mayor’ (city manager) or ‘strong mayor’ (city council). We coded the variable government expenditures using data from the 1991 USCB survey of local governments’ finances (the government expenditures were measured in per capita dollars). We measured the political orientation of the community using data from the Record of American Democracy (ROAD) project. First, we made a match between the Minor Census Division (MCD) units of aggregation and each city using a GIS program which overlapped the MCDs and the cities in each state. Then, data about the voting behavior at the MCD unit of aggregation was coded as the ratio of Democratic to Republican votes for 1988 presidential elections.

Measures of the density of local associations are drawn from Gale’s Encyclopedia of Associations online database. We utilized Gale data to identify the number of Progressive Associations within the municipality, defined as groups concerned with civil rights, social justice, peace, and the environment. This measure is standardized by population. Similarly, the density of local unions was measured using information from Gale’s Encyclopedia of Associations online database and was standardized by population. Finally, the presence of a local chapter of ACORN was coded as a dichotomous variable using information from ACORN’s website, while the previous adoption of an anti-apartheid resolution was recorded using information from The African Activist Archive Project. 
Results
Results from Model 1 in Table 2 shows that the adoption of living wage ordinances is influenced by city size and location. More specifically, larger cities are significantly more likely (p<.001) to adopt living wage ordinances; the variable city population increases the likelihood of adoption by 2.1 times. In contrast, the variable location in the South has a significant (p<.01) but negative effect: cities located in one of the Southern states are .35 times less likely to adopt living wage ordinances than cities located in other states. These results are consistent with previous studies (Martin 2006), which find a significant and positive effect for population but a significant and negative effect for location in the South. 

Model 1 in Table 2 also shows that the variables percentage of Black population, income, or form of government do not have significant effect on the likelihood of adoption; yet, the variables government expenditures and percent of democratic voters have significant and positive effects. The more money the local government spends per capita and the more left-leaning the local electorate, the more likely the city is to adopt a living wage ordinance. Additionally, Models 1 shows that the variables presence of ACORN chapter and density of labor unions do not have significant effects; Model 2 shows that these variables do not have a significant interaction effect either. These results are consistent with results from Martin (2006), although he uses a smaller dataset and a different measure for union density.  

In addition, the results in Table 2 show that the density of progressive associations and the community’s history of progressivism matters for the adoption of living wage resolution. Cities with numerous progressive associations per capita are significantly more likely (p<.001) to adopt living wage ordinances; more specifically, an increase of one unit in the variable density of progressive associations results in an increases of 1.1 in the likelihood of adoption. Similarly, cities with a history of progressive activism are significantly more likely (p<.001) to adopt these ordinances; a city with a history of progressive activism -as measured by the previous adoption of an anti-apartheid resolution- has a likelihood of adoption that is 3.7 larger than a city without a history of progressive activism.   

Results in Table 2 show that the factors that influence the adoption of living wage resolutions are time-dependent. The effect of population size is greater in the early period than in the late period –although population size has a significant effect in both periods. Similarly, the effect of location is greater in the early period; in fact, in the late period the effect of the variable location in the South decreases below the significant threshold. The effect of government expenditures remains similar in both periods, yet the effect of political orientation is strongest in the late period. In the early period the variable percentage of democratic voters does not have a significant effect; in the late period the effect becomes significant (p<.01). Finally, models 1 and 2 in Table 2 show that the effects of progressive associations and history of progressive activism are strongest in the late period. The density of progressive associations does not have a significant effect in the early period; it does have a significant effect in the late period (p<.001). Similarly, the effect of previous progressive activism is marginally significant in the first period, but highly significant (p<.001) in the late period. In fact, a city that has previously adopted an anti-apartheid resolution is 3.1 times more likely than other cities to adopt a living wage ordinance in the early period but 4.7 times more likely in the late period. 
Discussion
In all three models, larger cities are significantly more likely to adopt LW ordinances. It is likely that they offer more resources and organizations to support such campaigns. The fact that their larger population includes more low-wage workers might suggest a grievance explanation; however, the variables “income” and  “percent black” are likely to correlate with the percentage of a city’s workers that are low wage, and they are insignificant in all three models. 


It is unsurprising that southern cities are less likely to adopt LW ordinances, given the history of fierce resistance to unionized labor in the south. The fact that  this variable  is insignificant for late adopters suggests the growing acceptability of the living wage concept, and the increased tactical sophistication of the national movement, which learned a great deal from its early mistakes: for instance, how to word an ordinance so it is less vulnerable to legal challenges, how to recruit allies, what level of wage increase is winnable, and the like (Kern 2004, 2009). 

The insignificance of whether a city had a strong-mayor or weak-mayor form of government is not unexpected. Increasingly, strong-mayor cities are adopting features of council-manager governments, and vice versa (Swarts 2008). In one notable case, strategic capacity trumped one of the ultimate strong mayors: Mayor Daley of Chicago. The Chicago LW campaign, initiated by ACORN, had considerable organizational strength. Its steering committee included many different organizations and unions. The campaign systematically contacted all 50 members of city council in 1995, and recruited 26 sponsors of the bill. At that time Mayor Daley came out in opposition, and used the familiar arm-twisting techniques of both carrots and sticks to sway the supportive council members. In 1997 when the campaign pushed for a vote, the vote therefore failed. Advocates demonstrated their strategic savvy, however, in 1998, by linking the living wage issue with proposed wage increases for the mayoral and council members’ salaries. To avoid a public relations fiasco, the mayor struck a deal to allow an LW ordinance to pass the city council.

The significant of government expenditures is consistent with our expectation that wealthier cities are more likely to adopt living wage ordinances. 


Variables representing progressive political culture--progressive organizational density, percent left voters, and history of having passed an anti-apartheid resolution – interestingly were significant (the first two variables) or far more significant, respectively, for the “late adopters” – cities that adopted an ordinance from 2001-2006. This represents a puzzle. One possible explanation is related to political opportunity—not its expansion, but its perceived closure, or the perception of active political threat. Specifically, these campaigns took place during the George W. Bush administration. Left-of-center activists throughout the country understood that conditions for labor and other progressive causes would decline rapidly at the national level (although before 9/11, Bush was apparently open to some relaxing of immigration restrictions). The closing of opportunity at the national level may have invigorated local activists to pursue reforms at the level where they were possible, and heightened their motivatation. If so, this once again complicates the notion of political opportunity as a prerequisite for mobilization. 


Another apparent puzzle is the insignificance of local ACORN chapters and also of union density. These findings are consistent with Martin (2006). While ACORN is the best known leader in the national living wage movement, it was a lead participant in only fourteen local living wage campaigns. Its national role, in which it housed a living wage “think tank” and consulted with many campaigns, would not be picked up by this local-level variable. The fact that labor union density is insignificant may reflect the fact that often, only one major union may have participated; during this period, the AFL-CIO was just emerging from its most bureaucratic, least activist phrase when it elected John Sweeny president in 1995 – coinciding with the beginning of the LW movement. Unions were suspicious of coalitions (Levi, Olson, Steinman 2002-3). Often only the SEIU local (which has a relationship to ACORN), or HERE (Hotel Employees, Restaurant Employees), whose service worker members stood to benefit from the ordinance, participated. More fine-grained research on local LW coalitions is needed to evaluate whether the role of labor has been overestimated in the literature.
Conclusion

The Living Wage movement at the city level has, for the most part, come and gone, a victim of its own success. It fulfilled activists’ hope that it would raise awareness of the plight of people who work but still fall far below the poverty level. During 1993-94 the movement began to ebb, as leaders set their sights on more ambitious targets: citywide minimum wage increases that apply to all residents, or state-level minimum wage hikes. In 2006, ACORN helped lead ballot initiative campaigns raising the statewide minimum in Arizona, Colorado, Missouri, and Ohio, which voters overwhelmingly approved. The minimum wage in these states was increased by $1.35 or more, delivering raises to 1.5 million workers
. Legislative campaigns raised the minimum wage for all workers in eight more states (Maryland, Michigan, Arkansas, Pennsylvania, North Carolina, Massachusetts, California, and Illinois) as well as some cities and one county:  Albuquerque, Pine Bluff Arkansas, Washington D.C., and Nassau County, New York. Movement leaders seek to transcend the still-low federal minimum of $7.25—except now, the movement for a living wage affecting very few workers has made it possible both to extend the scope of those ordinances (by adding new groups of workers or categories of business) as well as to shift scale up to the state level—where the movement first began, but failed. More research needs to be done on the relative role of progressive political climate and organizations and degree of labor participation during the movement’s early and late phases. In addition, quantitative studies can illuminate generalizable features of living wage cities; however, they cannot capture the dynamics of the campaigns themselves, especially the role of strategy. Fine-grained studies of the living wage movement, which has a wealth of cases, could offer much to our understanding of strategy, coalitions, and other elements of social movement campaigns.
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Figure 1. Cumulative number of U.S. municipalities that adopted living wage resolutions, 1994-2007 (cities above 25,000 people; total number N = 77) 
[image: image2.emf]Texas

Utah

Montana

California

Idaho

Nevada

Arizona

Oregon

Iowa

Colorado

Kansas

Wyoming

New Mexico

Ohio

Nebraska

Minnesota

Missouri

Illinois

Florida

Georgia

Oklahoma

Alabama

Arkansas

Washington

South Dakota

Maine

Wisconsin

North Dakota

New York

Virginia

Indiana

Louisiana

Michigan

Kentucky

Mississippi

Tennessee

Pennsylvania

North Carolina

South Carolina

West Virginia

Vermont

Maryland

New Jersey

New Hampshire

Massachusetts

Connecticut

Delaware

Rhode Island

District of Columbia


Figure 2. U.S. municipalities that adopted living wage resolutions (cities above 10,000 people; total number N = 88)
Table 1. Mean, median and correlation coefficients for variables used in regression analysis

	
	Mean
	S.D.

	Population (ln)


	10.9
	0.7

	Location -South


	.27
	.44

	Percent Black


	13.13
	16.74

	Income (ln)


	9.93
	.30

	Form of government


	1.34
	.47

	Government expenditures 


	830.9
	545.8

	Ratio of democrat to republican voters 
	1.15
	2.05

	ACORN 


	.10
	.28

	Labor Unions


	.12
	.29

	Progressive associations


	2.5
	3.5

	Anti-apartheid resolution


	.08
	.27


Table 2. The adoption of municipal living wage ordinances (event history analysis -Cox regression) 
	
	Model 1
	Model 2

	Population (ln)


	.738***
(.150)
	.744***
(.157)

	Location -South


	-1.043**
(.373)
	-1.041**
.373

	Percent Black


	.005
(.008)
	.005
(.009)

	Income (ln)


	-.592
(.511)
	-.589
(.512)

	Form of government


	-.118
(.263)
	-.120
(.263)

	Government expenditures 


	.001**
(.001)
	.001**
(.001)

	Percent of left voters 


	.050**
(.018)
	.049**
(.019)

	ACORN 


	-.146
(.345)
	-.190
(.479)

	Labor Unions


	.116
(.386)
	.106
(.398)

	Progressive associations


	.102***
(.026)
	.101***
(.028)

	Anti-apartheid resolution


	1.321***
(.342)
	1.331***
(.333)

	ACORN X Labor Unions


	
	.124
(.936)

	Chi-square
d.f. 
	503.04***
11
	507.90***
12


Note: * p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001
Table 3. The adoption of municipal living wage ordinances –early vs. late adopters (event history analysis -Cox regression) 
	
	Model 1

(early period)
	Model 2

(late period)

	Population (ln)


	.833***
(.233)
	.685**
(.228)

	Location -South


	-1.165**
(.581)
	-.755
(.495)

	Percent Black


	.004
(.013)
	-.003
(.013)

	Income (ln)


	.191
(.783)
	-1.260
(.697)

	Form of government


	-.472
(.406)
	.146
(.366)

	Government expenditures 


	.001*
(.001)
	.001*
(.001)

	Percent of left voters 


	.026
(.025)
	.102**
(.033)

	ACORN 


	.472
(.765)
	-.787
(.662)

	Labor Unions


	-.047
(.829)
	.188
(.430)

	Progressive associations


	.086
(.049)
	.119***
(.036)

	Anti-apartheid resolution


	1.157*
(.544)
	1.543***
(.442)

	ACORN X Labor Unions


	-.659
(1.814)
	.663
(1.134)

	Chi-square

d.f. 
	310.74***
12
	229.52***
12


Note: * p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001
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� This is work in progress; please do not quote or distribute without permission. Both authors have contributed equally to this study. 


� Neumark and Adams miss the point that the living wage strategy was primarily political, not economic; it aimed to build a grassroots constituency for a higher minimum wage, build coalitions among labor, community, religious, and other groups, and reframe the issue of wages as a moral issue.





� In 1981, President Reagan cut $7 billion in aid to cities, and in 1987, the major federal aid program to cities, the Urban Development Action Grant program, was cut entirely. Luce 2004:19.


� See ACORN’s website, accessed online in August 2009 at: http://www.livingwagecampaign.org/index.php?id=1961. Like many social movement organizations, ACORN overstates its dues-paying membership, and some of its city offices are minimally active.


� See ACORN’s website, accessed online in August 2009 at: http://www.livingwagecampaign.org/index.php?id=1961


� ACORN website, retrieved at http://acorn.org/index.php?id=16982 on November 17, 2009. 
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