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Abstract: Conceal carry weapon (CCW) laws have generated a great deal of public discussion in 
the past decades, but little social science attention. Scholarly worked on the topic has been focused 
on finding potential effects of such laws on crime and victimization; little has attempted to explain 
the trends behind the adoption of the laws. This paper attempts to fill that gap by testing a series of 
hypotheses grounded in minority threat approaches. Our paper examines whether or not changes 
in the racial and ethnic composition of a county predict the voting outcome of Missouri’s 1999 
conceal-carry referendum. Findings fail to reject the null hypothesis and show the best predictor of 
the vote within a county was how that county voted in the 2000 Presidential election. 
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1. Introduction 

 The legal permission to carry concealed weapons (CCW) has garnered much public and media 
attention over the past decade. All 50 states allow at least some citizens to acquire permits to carry 
firearms in a concealed manner in public places or allow such behavior without a permit (i.e., AK, 
VT, WY). Since 1986, 32 states have changed their laws regarding the carrying of concealed weapons; 
Alaska has done so twice. All have moved in the direction of a more permissive stance toward the 
behavior. Academic discourse on the issue has focused on testing the political claims of various sides 
in the CCW debate; specifically such work focuses on testing whether or not CCW laws reduce, 
increase or have no effect on crime and victimization rates.  To date, however, little work has 
attempted to explain why these laws have been passed.   

 A great deal of public discourse on the pro-CCW side emphasizes the need to protect one’s self 
and family from criminal victimization (see Melzer 2009). While the argument is clearly part of a 
broader and well-crafted political discourse to sway public opinion, at some level we assume that 
people who support CCW laws and who accept and repeat this discourse do so out of a genuinely 
felt desire for self-protection. Regardless of their actual victimization risk, which is well known to be 
disconnected from perceived victimization risk, at some level victimization avoidance drives the 
discourse and thus, potentially, the voting behavior of supporters.  

 Fear of crime and perceptions of neighborhood safety have been empirically linked with 
perceived or actual minority composition of a local population, especially African American 
population (Chricos, Hogan and Gertz 1997; Chiricos, McEntire and Gertz 2001; Liska, Lawrence 
and Sanchirico 1982; Moeller 1989; Skogan 1995; Taylor and Covington 1993; Thompson, Bankston 
and St. Pierre 1992) as have changes in a region’s composition (Taylor and Covington 1993). This is 
not surprising due to the profound tendency in the USA to equate African Americans, especially 
young African-American males, with violence and crime. This stereotype is held by all racial and 
ethnic groups in the USA, including African-Americans, and is often explained by the media’s 
saturation with images of young black male offenders (Barak 1994; Bing 2010).  
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If racial composition of an area, or changes in racial composition of an area, influence fear of crime or 
perceived victimization risk, then it is logical to assume that they would also influence other 
attitudes and voting behaviors, especially those concerning firearms. The connection between 
weapon carrying and victimization avoidance is strong among both lawful citizens (Bankston and 
Thompson 1989; Bankston, Thompson, Jenkins and Forsyth 1990; Young 1986) and criminally active 
ones (Jacobs 2000; Jacobs and Wright 2009). If a portion of the community feels threatened, and 
perceives its victimization risk as increasing, then support for CCW laws should be elevated. 
Theoretically, this process is best represented in the tenants of minority threat models. 

Minority threat models of social control suggest that incarceration rates and policing practices are 
driven by a majority group’s desire to exert social control on a minority group. Such propositions 
have been widely tested in  relation to pretrial release (Free 2004, Nagel 1983), sentencing 
(Bontrager, Bales and Chiricos 2005; Feldmeyer and Ulmer 2011; Jacobs and Carmichael 2002; 
Ruddell and Urbina 2004; Stolzenberg, D’Alessio and Eitle 2004; Wang 2012; Wang and Mears 2010), 
the size of police forces (Chamblin 1989; Stults and Baumer 2007),  arrest (Chamlin and Liska 1992; 
Liska and Chamlin 1984; Parker, Stults and Rice 2005) and police use of deadly force (Liska and Yu 
1992). Two studies on Louisiana voting patterns reveal a potential impact of changes in 
African-American populations on white voting patterns (Giles and Buckner 1998; Giles and Hertz 
1994). A few studies have looked at changes in laws, specifically those related to welfare policies 
(Chamlin 1982; Chamlin, Burek and Cochran 2007), but work on minority threat models predicting 
changes in laws themselves has been less developed. We hope to extend that line of work here. We 
argue here that CCW laws respond to the same perceived racial and ethnic threats other scholars 
have examined. Yet instead of a criminal justice response, these changes in laws allow citizens to 
modify their own behavior to make themselves feel safer.   

Currently, there are three forms laws governing CCW may take:  May Issue laws, Shall Issue laws, 
and unrestricted carrying of concealed weapons (Cramer and Kopel 1995; Kranz 2006). The most 
restrictive form is May Issue laws. Here the ability to grant a citizen’s request is left up to a state or 
local official (typically a county sheriff or the like), thus the official ‘may issue’ a permit if they 
decide the applicant has merit. Most states adopted May Issue laws in the early part of the 20th 
century (Cramer and Kopel 1995), though most states severely restricted the number of permits 
issued and to whom they were given (i.e., Judges, politicians or their body guards, etc.). Since the 
1980s, many states have changed their laws from May Issue to Shall Issue. Shall Issue laws require 
that a permit be given to an applicant if they meet a set of conditions established in the law; the 
issuing body has no discretion. The most permissive form of regulation is found in states which 
allow unrestricted carrying of concealed weapons, i.e., one does not need a special permit to do so. 
Currently, 3 states have such laws. The legislatures of Alaska and Wyoming changed their statutes 
in the mid-1990s; Vermont has had no restrictions since a 1903 state supreme court ruling 
interpreting the right to bear arms very broadly (Cramer and Kopel 1995; Kranz 2006).  

This paper is specifically interested in one legal transformation from may issue to shall issue: 
Missouri. In 1999, MO held a state wide referendum on the issue which narrowly failed. The vote 
broke down on urban/rural lines, with rural voters overwhelmingly in support, urban strongly 
against. The failure of Proposition B was in fact due to higher than usual urban voter turnout (Pierce 
2006).  In 2003, the legislature passed a bill shifting the law to shall issue, and then over-rode an 
ensuing gubernatorial veto. The law was then upheld by the state’s Supreme Court (Pierce 2006). 
The Missouri case gives us the opportunity to look at the 1999 voting results on a county by county 
basis and to see whether or not these results are associated with minority population or changes in 
minority population. To examine this, we use county level data to see whether or not the racial and 
ethnic composition, or changes in racial and ethnic composition, predict how the county voted on 
the 1999 CCW ballot initiative.   
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Literature Review 

The bulk of the literature on concealed carry laws addresses their effects; few examine the adoption 
of less restrictive of handgun laws. Those that do exist are found within the field of economics and 
are grounded in the theoretical assumptions of that discipline. Grossman and Lee (2008) found that 
only percentage of the state population residing in an urban area and the behavior of neighboring 
states were significant predictors of changing laws. They found crime rates and political ideology 
had no effect. However, they included no demographic variables besides urban residence in their 
analysis. Thus, racial composition or change in racial composition was not in their models. Mixon 
and Gibson (2001) used logit regression to predict the changing of laws from May Issue to Shall Issue 
status in a national sample. While their main interest was the state of property rights laws and 
political interest groups, they did include a measure of the percent of the state population which was 
African American, which was negatively related to retaining May Issue laws (e.g., positively related 
to changing to Shall Issue laws), but was not statistically significant. Number of death row prisoners 
was similarly related to retention of May Issue laws and was significant, as was degree of 
urbanization. Per capita expenditures on police at the state level was non-significant. Ratio of state 
legislature controlled by the Republican party was negatively and significantly related to retaining 
May Issue laws while the ratio of legislators that were female was positively and significantly 
related to retaining May Issue laws. Maximum likelihood regressions of that same data and 
hypotheses produced highly similar results (Mixon and Gibson 2002).   

Taken as a group, these three studies highlight the potential role of certain social and demographic 
factors that may predict the changing of handgun laws. Not surprisingly, urban populations seem to 
favor more restrictive handgun laws, something that general studies of attitudes and use of firearms 
has long established (see Bankston et al. 1990, Young 1986). Similarly unsurprising is the fact that 
state legislators dominated by the Republican party are more likely to change their laws; the 
Republican party’s support of this issue is long standing. Yet, since the 1990s suburban and rural 
Democrats have held similar positions. The findings concerning policing expenditures and size of 
the African American population run counter to a threat theory’s predictions. We suggest that the 
social forces behind minority threat models are locally-orientated and the use of state-level data 
masks quite a bit of variation.  

While we may not yet know a lot about why handgun laws change, we do know quite a bit about 
why people carry guns. The GSS has long asked questions about gun ownership and use, for 
example, as have other surveys. Much research on why individuals carry weapons establishes that 
risk reduction or victimization avoidance is often a central motivation. Specifically, women resort to 
gun carrying out of ‘fear of crime’ (Young 1986), men by a “desire to thwart victimization” 
(Bankston et al. 1990: 298). The differences here may be more than semantic and are likely response 
to the same social stimuli. Stroud’s (2012) interviews of men with CCW permits found that nearly all 
of her respondents claimed their weapon carrying was to better allow them to defend their families; 
her respondents over 40 also indicated the need for self-defense was key to their carrying behaviors. 
Also directly related to our research question here, if an interviewee did not claim to carry the 
weapon all the time, they did carry it when they went to places they hadn’t been before, traveled out 
of town, or went to certain parts of town ‘with a reputation for being dangerous’(230)—a concept 
that Stroud found was heavily racialized. In fact, only 1 of her interviewees ‘resisted racist 
constructions of threat’ (233). O’Neill (2007) and Melzer (2009) in separate analysis of the NRA’s 
discourse about the need and use of personal firearms ownership found similar themes. 

This work reinforces the conceptual utility of thinking about race and ethnic diversity as driving 
attitudes about firearms and the desire or need to carry them. We think minority threat approaches 
(also called power, racial or ethnic threat) provide sound theoretical propositions to explore this 
dynamic. The basic premise of this approach is that social factors or behaviors may be influenced 
when minority groups appear to pose a power or economic threat to the majority group (Blalock, 
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1967). Criminologists have adopted threat perspectives to explain the fear of crime and criminal 
justice activity.  

Chiricos and his colleagues (1997) examined whether fear of crime was influenced by racial 
composition or perceptions of racial composition. Their results showed that perceptions of racial 
composition influence fear of crime, but that actual racial composition had no effect on the fear of 
crime. That is not to say that actual racial compositions are of no consequence. Rather, their findings 
merely suggest that perceptions of racial composition may be more predictive of fear of crime than 
actual racial compositions of a given place. Other scholars, such as Taylor (1998), have not only 
found that whites’ attitudes vary with the racial composition of specific populations, but have also 
found that whites’ attitudes vary with region. To be more specific, Taylor (1998) found that an 
increase in the local black population resulted in an increase to traditional prejudice. However, this 
effect was only seen among non-southern whites. 

Chiricos, McEntire, and Gertz (2001) presented the first study of perceived crime threat that included 
Hispanic respondents. Their results were supportive of the threat perspective and further suggested 
that crime threat might, in particular contexts, have more of an effect on minority status individuals 
than majority status individuals. Chiricos et. al (2001) found that perceptions of both blacks and 
Hispanics living nearby increased perceived risk of victimization. When looking at specific racial or 
ethnic subsamples, the precise effect was conditioned on whether or not the person lived in south 
Florida. Outside of south Florida, whites did not associate minority presence with increased risk, 
blacks associated Hispanics with increased risk and Hispanics associated both blacks and Hispanics 
with increased risk. In south Florida, minorities did not see minority presence as increasing risk, but 
whites did—a finding that the authors attribute to racial threat and the fact that whites are no longer 
the majority population in the region.   

 Using GSS data, Taylor (1998) found that whites’ racial views are related to size of the local 
black population in the direction suggested by threat models. She also found that this relationship 
was curvilinear, increasing until the percentage of blacks in the local population reached 17-19%, 
then decreasing. She points out that this peak is located ‘in communities where the percentage of 
blacks is above the national average, but not at its maximum of 42%” (p. 526).  For Latinos, 
however, only beliefs related to the denial of anti-Latino discrimination were linearly related with 
the local size of the Hispanic population, a factor Taylor attributes to a more visible Hispanic 
commercial presence. Not only do Taylor’s findings reinforce a general threat perspective, but they 
also give us a quantification of a potential tipping point.  

 Free (2004) reviewed 30 studies assessing the effects of race on granting pretrial release. He 
found that data from communities with a black population of less than 10% or cities where blacks 
were the numeric majority showed no signs of racial bias in granting release. He found that cities 
with black populations of 10-25% displayed racial disparities in release granting. This suggests a 
curvilinear relationship consistent with our conceptualization of minority threat processes.  

Not all tests of the racial threat perspective were supportive. In 2004, Stolzenberg, D’Alessio, and 
Eitle conducted a multi-level examination of racial threat theory. In general, their findings revealed 
that economic competition did not affect arrest rates. Furthermore, the authors failed to produce 
empirical support for racial threat theory. 

Fear of crime is not the only outcome examined by threat perspectives. Others have attempted to 
explain the existence or absence of the death penalty using racial composition measures as 
predictors. Jacobs and Carmichael (2002) conducted a pooled time-series analysis of the death 
penalty and found significant support for both “threat” and “political” explanations for jurisdictional 
decisions concerning the death penalty. 
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Chiricos, Welch, and Gertz (2004) examined whether support for harsh and strict policies toward 
crime was related to the racial typification of crime. They found that racial typification of crime was 
a significant predictor of policy punitiveness. Shortly thereafter, Bontrager, Bales, and Chiricos 
(2005) used the racial threat perspective to guide their examination of the effect of race and ethnicity 
on the withholding of adjudication. The results of their analyses showed that Hispanics and blacks 
are significantly less likely than whites to have adjudication withheld when other individual and 
community level factors are controlled for. 

Stults and Baumer (2007) evaluated the racial threat perspective by examining racial context and the 
size of police forces. The findings of their study were partially consistent with the racial threat 
perspective, but did not completely explain the relationship between racial context and crime 
control. For instance, whites’ fear and perceived economic threat accounted for more than one-third 
of the effect of racial composition on police force sizes. 

 This empirical and theoretical review leads us to the following hypotheses: 

H1: Counties that experienced an increase in African-American and Hispanic population between 
1990 and 2000, are more likely to vote in favor of passing the 1999 CCW law.  

H2: Counties with a larger portion of their population in urban areas will be less likely to vote in 
favor of passing the 1999 CCW law.  

H3: Counties with an increase in reported crime will be more likely to vote in favor of passing the 
1999 CCW law.  

 

2. Results 

2.1 Findings 

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics for our variables. The mean proportion of Missouri voters that 
voted in support of the CCW measure was 0.633. Nearly 30% of the counties were urban, about 26% 
were suburban, and roughly 44% were rural. We can see that between 1990 and 2000, counties on 
average experienced an increase of about 0.8% in the number of Black residents and an increase of 
about 0.8% in the number of Hispanic residents. In 2000, we also see that the average reported 
county crime rate was 148.28 crimes per 100,000 population; however, the large standard deviation 
reveals that the reported crime rates varied greatly, with some counties experiencing more crime 
than others. 

Table 2 shows the results of the OLS regression models estimated to predict the proportion of voters 
that voted in support of the CCW measure. Model 1 used the rural-urban continuum variable. This 
initial regression model showed that this measure significantly contributed to the proportion of 
voters that voted in support of CCW laws. The findings of this model indicate that support for CCW 
laws decreased in more urban counties. None of the other focal independent variables were found to 
have significantly contributed to the model. However, support for CCW laws significantly increased 
in counties with higher proportions of individuals on public assistance, higher proportions of 
individuals that voted for Bush, and higher proportions of male residents. For instance, for each 0.07 
increase in the proportion of voters that voted for Bush, we found that the proportion of voters 
voting in support of CCW laws increased by 0.05. 

Model 2 includes all of the variables included in model 1, but a binary measure of urban versus 
non-urban counties is used rather than using the rural-urban continuum variable. Again, changes in 
minority populations still were not shown to be significantly related to the proportion of voters 
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voting in support of CCW laws. Likewise, the reported crime rate was not significantly predictive of 
CCW law support. Model 2 clearly shows that there was significantly less support for CCW laws in 
urban counties than in non-urban counties. Once more, support for CCW laws significantly 
increased in counties with higher proportions of individuals on public assistance, higher 
proportions of individuals that voted for Bush, and higher proportions of male residents. 

Model 3 includes all previous variables from model 2, but instead of contrasting urban and 
non-urban counties, this model contains a binary measure of suburban versus non-suburban 
counties. The addition of this variable significantly changed the outcomes observed in the previous 
model. The findings of this model indicate that support for CCW laws in suburban counties is not 
significantly different from support for CCW laws in non-suburban counties. Proportional changes 
of Hispanic populations were shown, once again, to not be significantly related to support of CCW 
laws. However, Proportional changes of Black populations were shown to be significantly related to 
the proportion of voters voting in support of CCW laws. For each 0.03 increase in the change in 
proportion of the Black population, we found that the proportion of voters voting in support of 
CCW laws decreased by 0.01. Reported crime rates were still not significant in predicting CCW law 
support. Yet again, support for CCW laws significantly increased in counties with higher 
proportions of individuals on public assistance, higher proportions of individuals that voted for 
Bush, and higher proportions of male residents. 

Model 4 includes all previous variables from model 3, but instead of contrasting suburban and 
non-suburban counties, this model contains a binary measure of rural versus non-rural counties. 
Model 4 clearly shows that there was significantly more support for CCW laws in rural counties than 
in non-rural counties. In the current model, increases in the proportion of minority residents were 
not significantly related to the support of CCW laws. Similar to every previous model, reported 
crime rates were not significant in predicting CCW law support. Finally, support for CCW laws 
significantly increased in counties with higher proportions of individuals on public assistance, 
higher proportions of individuals that voted for Bush, and higher proportions of male residents. 
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2.2 Tables 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics 

Variables Minimum Maximum Mean or %d Std. Dev.
Dependent Variable
   Proportion voted "Yes" 0.259 0.832 0.633 0.101

Focal Variables
   Change in Prop. Blacka -0.131 0.177 0.008 0.033
   Change in Prop. Hispanica -0.016 0.093 0.008 0.015
   2000 Reported Crime 0 4008.760 148.281 376.521
   2003 RUC 1 9 4.383 2.799
   RUC - Urban 0 1 29.57% 0.458
   RUC - Suburban 0 1 26.09% 0.441
   RUC - Rural 0 1 44.35% 0.499

Control Variables
   Prop. Maleb 0.451 0.620 0.491 0.019
   Median Income (in 1000's)b 5.620 73.570 27.348 13.732
   Prop. on Public Assistanceb 0.005 0.039 0.015 0.006
   Prop. Voted "Bush"c 0.199 0.715 0.577 0.073

N=115
a Comparing change between the 1990 & 2000 censuses
b Taken from 2000 census
c Taken from 2000 election results
d %'s may not equal 100% due to rounding  

Table 2: Coefficients (SE) of Regressions Predicting Proportion of Votes in Favor of CCW Passage

Variables
B SE B SE B SE B SE

Focal Variables
   Change in Prop. Blacka -0.348 0.258 -0.114 -0.404 0.263 -0.132 -0.448 0.266 -0.146 † -0.372 0.258 -0.121
   Change in Prop. Hispanica -0.003 0.466 0.000 -0.113 0.475 -0.017 -0.127 0.483 -0.019 0.094 0.472 0.014
   2000 Reported Crime 0.000 0.000 0.008 0.000 0.000 -0.020 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.016
   2003 RUC -0.010 0.003 -0.272 **
   RUC Urban -0.035 0.018 -0.160 †
   RUC Suburban -0.015 0.017 -0.064
   RUC Rural 0.052 0.018 0.258 **
 
Control Variables
   Prop. Maleb 0.702 0.363 0.135 † 0.736 0.374 0.141 † 0.653 0.376 0.125 † 0.786 0.366 0.151 **
   Median Income (in 1000's)b 0.000 0.001 -0.050 0.000 0.001 0.030 0.001 0.001 0.069 0.000 0.001 -0.042
   Prop. on Public Assistanceb 7.388 1.465 0.429 *** 8.269 1.454 0.480 *** 9.347 1.357 0.542 *** 7.654 1.431 0.444 ***
   Prop. Voted "Bush"c 0.689 0.108 0.497 *** 0.717 0.111 0.517 *** 0.792 0.110 0.571 *** 0.751 0.105 0.541 ***

R2 0.533 0.511 0.497 0.532
†p<.10     *p<.05     **p<.01     ***p<.001

a Comparing change between the 1990 & 2000 censuses

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
BetaBeta Beta Beta

 

3. Discussion 

This paper has explored the potential relationship between changes in the size of racial and 
ethnic minority populations and support for conceal carry laws. Drawing on Minority Threat 
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perpectives, we extend this approach to apply to law making, specifically public referenda, using the 
Missouri 1999 referendum as a case. Specifically, we predicted that counties with larger increases in 
the size of racial and ethnic majorities would have a larger number of ‘yes’ votes. We also 
hypothesized that counties with an increase in crime would have more ‘yes’ votes and that urban a 
counties would have  fewer ‘yes’ votes.  

Due to the outcomes in our models, we must fail to reject the null hypothesis for Hypothesis 
One. In fact, we found some evidence counter to the predictions made by that hypothesis. Changes 
in the size of the  Hispanic  population never attained statistical significance, but in rural areas the 
relationship was in the direction predicted by a minority threat approach. Changes in the size of the 
black population was consistently in the opposite direction and did attain statistical significance in 
suburban and other moderately urbanized counties.  This negative relationship between minority 
population change and voting behavior is likely an artifact of other social processes occurring at the 
time. Both Kansas City and Saint Louis were experiencing a new wave of white flight; whites were 
moving from the inner ring suburbs to the other ring suburbs and African Americans were moving 
from the urban core to the inner ring suburbs. African Americans generally opposed CCW laws and 
their voting behavior would further reinforce a negative relationship.  

Our second hypothesis was confirmed. As other work has shown, a key factor driving voting 
behavior at the county level was the degree of urbanization and the predominant political ideology 
in the county. There was far more support for the proposition in more rural areas. This reflects the 
long standing political differences between urban and rural areas in the state as well as the specific 
divide on firearms between urban and rural populations. Our analyses confirm the existence of two 
gun cultures in Missouri; one urban, one rural. However, unlike Grossman and Lee (2008), but 
similar to Mixson and Gibson 2001, 2002) we found that political party association was strongly 
predicted voting on the CCW issue, moreso than the urbanness of the county.  

Reported crime did not attain significance in our analyses. Thus, even though many people cite 
‘protection’ as a reason for wanting to carry a concealed firearm, the real threat of criminal 
victimization had to affect on voting behavior. However, a better measure would have been an 
individual-level measure of perceived crime rates or fear of crime as individuals are not necessarily 
aware of the objective amount of crime in their communities (Chiricos et al. 1997).  

There are several limitations to our study. First, we use an objective measure of changes in 
minority population. Several papers have shown that such data often have no relation to individual 
perception of the size of minority populations, and the subjective measure of perceived size is 
strongly predictive of fear of crime and perceptions of social disorder (Chiricos et al 1997, 2001). 
Second, in many Missouri urban and rural counties there is little change in minority population size 
between 1990 and 2000. Most of the population changes occurred in suburban Kansas City and Saint 
Louis representing only a handful of counties in the state. Third, county may be too large of a 
geographic aggregation to detect the hypothesized effects. Neighborhood would be a better unit of 
analysis, but voting data were only available by county.  

 While we did not find support for a minority threat explanation for law making, we don’t 
necessarily believe that it is an unproductive line for future research. If social forces surrounding 
changes in minority population sizes influence the behavior of the criminal justice system, those 
same forces should influence the laws that are made as well, whether by legislative bodies or 
referenda. Hopefully future studies will address some of the methodological short comings of this 
study by measuring individual level perceptions of crime and changes in minority populations as 
well as attitudes towards CCW laws as well as the desire to carry a concealed weapon.  

4. Materials and Methods  

 Data 

The current study utilizes data from several sources in order to compile the measures necessary for 
our analyses. Census data were used to examine county-level characteristics, including the 
proportion of African-American and Hispanic residents, proportion receiving public assistance, 
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median income, etc. (see below for more details on the specific measures used). The 1990 and 2000 
censuses were used so that changes in some of these characteristics could be assessed as well, 
something of particular interest for this project since one of our main questions is whether increases 
in minority populations increase support for CCW laws. In order to estimate actual crime rates, data 
from the FBI’s Uniform Crime Report (UCR) were used. Finally, data were obtained from the 
Missouri Secretary of State’s office, containing county-level information on what proportion of 
voters voted in support of or in opposition to Missouri’s CCW law in 1999 and on what proportion 
of individuals voted for George W. Bush in the 2000 presidential election. Our analytic sample is 
comprised of all 114 counties in Missouri, plus St. Louis city, for a total N of 115. St. Louis city is 
politically independent of any county, and is treated as a separate county of its own by both the US 
Census and the UCR. This project follows that convention and treats St. Louis city as its own 
“county.” 

Focal Measures 

Proportion Voting Yes. The dependent variable indicates what proportion of voters that voted “Yes” 
for the CCW ballot initiative. 

Change in African-American Population. One of the focal independent variables indicates whether 
there was an actual change in the proportion of African-Americans in the county between the 1990 
and 2000 censuses. A change of zero would indicate a constant proportion (i.e. no change), while a 
negative number would indicate a decrease in the proportion of African-Americans, and a positive 
number would indicate an increase (range: -1 – 1).  

Change in Hispanic Population. Another similar focal independent variable indicates whether there 
was an actual change in the proportion of Hispanics in the county between the 1990 and 2000 
censuses. A change of zero would indicate a constant proportion (i.e. no change), while a negative 
number would indicate a decrease in the proportion of Hispanics, and a positive number would 
indicate an increase (range: -1 – 1).  

Reported Crime. Another main variable that must be examined as well is the actual crime rate of any 
given county. Although crime is underreported to the police, county-level victimization data are not 
available, thus we use the UCR to find the 2000 crime rate for each county. Our measure combines 
both violent and property crimes. 

Rural-Urban Continuum. Because Missouri’s votes reflected a clear urban/rural distinction, it is 
necessary to control for this factor as well. County-level organizational data was added to the 
analysis as an important variable to supplement the existing data. Missouri 2003 rural-urban 
continuum (RUC) scores were matched with the appropriate counties. The 2003 scores range from 1 
to 9. The initial scores were reverse coded so that scores of 7, 8, or 9 represent an urban county. A 
score of 9 represents the most urban possible score available. St. Louis County is an example of a 
county that would have a RUC score of 9. RUC scores of 3 or lower indicate more rural counties and 
scores of 4, 5, or 6 indicate suburban counties. A score of 1 represents the most rural score possible. 
Essentially, a higher continuum score represents a larger metropolitan area and a lower continuum 
score represents a more rural area.  

RUC-Urban. Urban counties, or those counties with rural-urban continuum scores of 7, 8, or 9, are 
juxtaposed with the other counties using a dichotomous variable. Counties with rural-urban 
continuum scores of 7, 8, or 9 were coded as urban (urban=1). 

RUC-Suburban. Likewise, suburban counties, or those counties with rural-urban continuum scores of 
4, 5, or 6, are contrasted with the other counties using a dichotomous variable. Counties with 
rural-urban continuum scores of 4, 5, or 6 were coded as suburban (suburban=1). 
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RUC-Rural. Finally, rural counties, or those counties with rural-urban continuum scores of 1, 2, or 3, 
are contrasted with the other counties using a dichotomous variable. Counties with rural-urban 
continuum scores of 1, 2, or 3 were coded as rural (rural=1). 

Controls 

Other county-level characteristics will be used as controls as well, although their role is not 
anticipated to be as central as the measures discussed above. General demographic controls such as 
the proportion male, and median income are included, as well as more detailed measures such as the 
proportion of individuals receiving public assistance. All of these measures are taken from the 2000 
census. To control for the political climate of the county, the proportion of individuals that voted for 
George W. Bush in the 2000 presidential election will also be used as an important control variable. 
The election data is publicly available from the Missouri Secretary of State. 

Analytic Approach 

First, descriptive statistics are presented, followed by the results of the multivariate analyses. Since 
the outcome examined is a proportion, for multivariate analyses, OLS regressions are used to assess 
how the predictors impact the proportion of voters voting in support of the CCW law. 
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