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Objectives. The 21st Amendment to the U.S. Constitution repealing national
prohibition is the only amendment ratified by state conventions rather than
state legislatures. The referenda held to select delegates for these conventions
offer a promising source of data for identifying determinants of support for
prohibition repeal. Methods. We use various proxy measures to determine the im-
portance of economic, political, and demographic forces in motivating support for
electing pro-repeal delegate slates to state ratifying conventions. Results. Urbaniza-
tion, per-capita income, percentage of Catholics, and support for the Democratic
Party were correlated with support for prohibition repeal. Neither the percentage
of evangelical denominations, gender distribution, nor foreign-born population ap-
peared to significantly influence referenda returns. Conclusions. This study confirms
the conventional understanding regarding Catholic opposition to prohibition and
higher income areas’ support for repeal. The findings also indicate that congressional
backers of repeal were correct in calculating that submitting the 21st Amendment
to popularly elected state conventions, rather than rural-dominated state legislatures,
would improve the chances of ratification. Moreover, support for repeal among Demo-
cratic congressmembers and party leaders appears to have extended to rank-and-file
Democratic voters as well.

The early-20th-century U.S. experiment with alcohol prohibition, adopted
first in various states and then implemented nationally, has drawn much
attention from scholars interested in identifying the determinants of support
for wet and dry policies during this period. For many years, scholars focused on
identifying the key lobbying groups that comprised the prohibition and anti-
prohibition coalitions (Kyvig, 1979:xvi–xvii). Recently, scholars have analyzed
county-level data from the many referenda on prohibition or prohibition
repeal (Wasserman, 1989, 1990; Dinan and Heckelman, 2005; Lewis, 2008;
Endersby, 2012).

Surprisingly, only one study (Munger and Schaller, 1997) analyzed state-
level data from the elections held to select delegates to state conventions to
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consider ratifying the 21st Amendment’s repeal of national prohibition.
The 21st Amendment is not only the lone amendment overturning a prior
amendment, but is also the lone amendment submitted for ratification via
state conventions rather than state legislatures, on account of concerns that
malapportioned, rural-dominated state legislatures might block ratification.
Consequently, the referenda held between April and November 1933 to select
slates of delegates for these ratifying state conventions offer a promising source
of data for contributing to longstanding inquiries into the determinants of
support for wet and dry policies and particularly for prohibition repeal in the
1930s. However, the one study to draw on these data, although quite useful
in some respects, focused on a limited set of explanatory factors and did not
consider the potential effects of other factors that have drawn attention in
recent literature.

We examine state-level election results from the 1933 votes on selecting
delegates for 21st Amendment ratifying conventions and highlight four main
findings about the factors correlated with support for prohibition repeal. First,
heavily Catholic areas strongly supported repeal, but we find little evidence
that evangelical denominations exerted an independent influence on voting
against repeal. Second, higher-income areas were more supportive of repeal,
presumably out of a desire to reduce their federal income tax burden by
shifting to a reliance on federal alcohol excise taxes. Third, urban areas were
more supportive of repeal, even after controlling for factors typically associated
with urban residence. Fourth, support for the Democratic Party was associated
with support for repeal, when controlling for other factors.

In some respects, these findings confirm conventional understandings of
the determinants of support for wet and dry policies, especially regarding
Catholic opposition to prohibition and higher-income areas’ support for re-
peal (Munger and Schaller, 1997). In other respects, these findings help answer
long-disputed questions not resolved in prior scholarship, such as whether ur-
ban residence had an independent effect on support for repeal and whether
Democratic areas were more supportive of repeal. Our analysis suggests con-
gressional backers of repeal were correct in calculating that submitting the
21st Amendment to popularly elected state conventions, rather than rural-
dominated state legislatures, would improve the chances of ratification, in light
of our findings that urban areas were more supportive of repeal. Moreover,
although scholars have noted that Democratic Party leaders and congress-
members backed repeal, our study demonstrates that this support extended
to rank-and-file voters as well, in that Democratic areas tended to be more
supportive of repeal, after controlling for other factors.

Background and Passage of the 21st Amendment

The 1933 ratification of the 21st Amendment capped nearly a cen-
tury of prohibition activity at the state and national level. Thirteen states
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enacted state-wide prohibition laws in the 1850s, only to repeal them shortly
afterward. In a second wave of prohibition activity in the 1880s, eight states
enacted state-wide prohibition statutes or constitutional amendments, though
these were also repealed within several years. In 1907, Oklahoma’s adoption
of state-wide prohibition kicked off a third wave of state prohibition activity
in which over half of the states enacted dry statutes or constitutional provi-
sions over the next dozen years (Dinan, 2006:267–68). By the late 1910s,
prohibition supporters turned their attention to the national level and secured
ratification of the 18th Amendment in 1919 and national prohibition took
effect the following year.

By the early 1930s, opposition to national prohibition grew to a point
that the 1932 Democratic Party platform advocated repeal, and after Franklin
Roosevelt’s landslide victory that year, attention turned to enacting a repeal
amendment. A lame-duck Congress in February 1933 approved the 21st
Amendment by the requisite two-thirds votes, with the Senate voting for the
amendment on February 16, 1933, by a 63–23 margin and the House giving
its approval on February 20, 1933, by a 289–121 vote. Out of a concern
that rural areas strongly supported prohibition and were overrepresented in
the severely malapportioned state legislatures at the time, Congress stipulated
that the amendment would be ratified by conventions in the states (Clark,
1976:205–06). Article V of the Constitution gives Congress a choice of re-
quiring amendments to be ratified either by three-fourths of state legislatures
or by three-fourths of state conventions. Early versions of the congressional
21st Amendment resolution provided for the usual path of ratification by
state legislatures (Association Against the Prohibition Amendment [AAPA],
1933:10–11). However, fearful that rural-dominated state legislatures might
block ratification, Congress directed in the final version of the amendment
resolution that ratification would take place through state conventions (Vose,
1985:112).

Between April and November 1933, 39 states voted on selecting delegates to
these ratifying conventions. Thirty-seven states held popular elections, whereas
two other states, Nevada and Wyoming, selected their convention delegates
at precinct or county meetings (AAPA, 1933:33). Another state, Montana,
did not call an election for delegates and hold a ratifying convention until
1934, well after the amendment had been officially ratified. Another eight
states—Georgia, Kansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Nebraska, North Dakota,
Oklahoma, and South Dakota—did not choose delegates or hold conventions
(Kyvig, 1979:179).

Most of the 37 states that held elections in 1933 scheduled at-large elec-
tions featuring slates of pledged pro- and anti-repeal delegates. Several states
modified this plan by electing slates of delegates by congressional district
(Kyvig, 1979:173–74). Additionally, voters in one state, North Carolina, had
an opportunity to choose between pro- and anti-repeal delegate slates and also
whether or not to hold a convention at all (AAPA, 1933:22).
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Although all but two of the 37 states holding delegate elections in 1933
approved pro-repeal slates, the margins of support varied dramatically from a
high of 88 percent (New York) to 51 percent (Tennessee). South Carolina and
North Carolina were the only states where voters rejected pro-repeal delegate
slates.

Prior Scholarship Regarding the Determinants of Support for
Prohibition Repeal

A number of statistical analyses have examined referenda on enactment or
repeal of state prohibition measures. In two of the earliest studies, Wasserman
(1989, 1990) examined county-level results for prohibition measures in 1918
in Missouri and California. Dinan and Heckelman (2005) made use of county-
level results for a 1933 Oregon constitutional amendment repealing state
prohibition and compared these results against a ban on cigarettes. Lewis
(2008) conducted a comprehensive analysis of county-level results, drawing
on prohibition votes in 25 states between 1907 and 1919. Endersby (2012)
examined county-level results from four prohibition votes in Texas between
1911and 1935, three of which dealt with state prohibition or repeal.

Few statistical studies have been conducted regarding national prohibition,
and the studies that have examined voting on the 21st Amendment are all
limited in some fashion. As part of his study of four prohibition-related votes
in Texas, Endersby (2012) examined county-level results on the 1933 Texas
vote to select delegates to the state convention for ratifying the 21st Amend-
ment. Endersby’s study, which examined a wide range of socioeconomic and
demographic variables, is the only statistical analysis of county-level election
results regarding ratification of the 21st Amendment. Additionally, Munger
and Schaller conducted the only statistical analysis of state-level election results
regarding ratification of the 21st Amendment. However, their study exam-
ined a limited set of variables—Catholic affiliation, per-capita income, farm
income, and alcohol tax revenue (1997:152–53)—and left unexplored the
influence of several other factors, most notably urbanization and partisanship.

In certain respects, these studies of referenda on state and national prohi-
bition measures have reached similar conclusions regarding support for wet
and dry policies. In particular, these studies have typically shown that areas
with heavy Catholic and high immigrant populations opposed prohibition. In
other respects, these studies have produced inconsistent results or left unan-
swered certain questions regarding the relative influence of specific factors.
Moreover, some of these studies suggest that certain factors that may have
been correlated with support for enactment of prohibition from 1900 to 1920
did not play a similar role in its repeal in the early 1930s. Four questions in
particular call out for further study.

First, although an urban-rural divide in referenda results on wet and dry
policies is generally well documented, recent studies have reached mixed
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conclusions about whether urban support for prohibition is attributable to
the fact that Catholics and immigrants were more likely to live in urban ar-
eas or whether urban residence had an independent effect, over and above
these other factors. In a study of voting on enactment of prohibition in the
1910s, Wasserman concluded: “The prohibition conflict was not an urban-
rural struggle. Opposition to prohibition was highest in large urban centers
(e.g., New York, San Francisco), but this high opposition was caused by the
large immigrant populations in those centers, and by the dependence of these
urban centers on trade and commerce, which was facilitated by alcohol con-
sumption” (1989:898). Additionally, a recent study by Endersby examining
state-wide prohibition votes in Texas in the 1910s and repeal votes in the
1930s concluded that “[t]he divisions between urban and rural residents were
far sharper in the prohibition referenda than in those for repeal” (2012:9).
This intriguing finding regarding the reduced importance of urbanization on
prohibition repeal voting in one state calls out for further study of a broader
set of states.

Second, although there is near universal agreement that Catholic areas were
more likely to oppose prohibition, there is disagreement about which religious
denominations were associated with support for prohibition. Previous studies
conclude that evangelical Protestants were associated with greater support for
prohibition (Wasserman, 1989, 1990; Dinan and Heckelman, 2005; Dostie
and Dupre, 2012). Furthermore, Dinan and Heckelman (2005) show signif-
icant differences not only between evangelicals and nonevangelicals, but also
among evangelical denominations.

Third, work remains to be done to determine the direction and significance
of the correlation between income level and support for prohibition repeal.
Some scholars have hypothesized that higher-income earners were particu-
larly supportive of enacting prohibition in the 1910s, due to the “upper class
imposing its values and control onto the lower classes” (Dostie and Dupre,
2012:512). However, scholars examining prohibition repeal in the 1930s have
noted that upper-income individuals were quite active in the repeal movement,
in part because they perceived a connection between prohibition repeal and
reduction or elimination of federal income taxes that primarily affected upper-
income earners (Okrent, 2010:332). That is, upper-income earners may have
calculated that legalizing alcohol would bring back the federal alcohol ex-
cise tax and thereby provide an alternative revenue source that would reduce
the need for a federal individual income tax. Along these lines, Munger and
Schaller (1997:156) found a correlation between areas with higher income
levels and support for repeal. These conflicting expectations about whether
income is positively or negatively correlated with support for prohibition
repeal call out for further analysis.

Fourth, various arguments have been advanced about the relationship be-
tween partisanship and support for repeal; yet, work remains to be done
to test this relationship. Although there is no indication that support for
enactment of prohibition broke along Republican and Democratic Party
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lines—prohibition was a project of the Progressive movement and enjoyed
broad support from both major parties—the conventional view is that by the
early 1930s Democrats were more supportive of repeal than were Republicans.
Yet, this relationship has not yet been empirically tested. Goff and Anderson
(1994) showed Democrats in the U.S. House and Senate were more likely
than Republicans to vote to submit the 21st Amendment for ratification.
Whether this relationship translates to popular votes, however, remains an
open question.

Specification of Variables and Data Sources

Our dependent variable is the percentage of voters supporting pro-repeal
delegate slates in the 37 states holding referenda in 1933 to select delegates
to 21st Amendment ratifying conventions. In focusing on these 37 states, we
exclude Wyoming and Nevada, both of which selected convention delegates at
precinct and county meetings. We also exclude Montana, which did not hold
an election to select convention delegates until 1934, well after the amendment
took effect.

In calculating the percentage of voters who supported pro-repeal delegate
slates, we rely on data collected by the AAPA and reported in its 1933 annual
report (AAPA, 1933:21–22). The AAPA reported the total number of popular
votes for pro-repeal delegates and for anti-repeal delegates in each state. Our
calculations of voter support for pro-repeal delegate slates (relative to total
votes cast) are reported in Table 1.1

In explaining variation in support for prohibition repeal, we first consider
the effect of urban residence. Our expectation is that urban areas, because
they are more heterogeneous and home to more saloons (Dostie and Dupre,
2012:508; Lewis, 2008:377), were more supportive of repeal. The percentage
of urban residents in each state is taken from the 1930 census, which generally
defined urban areas as cities and incorporated areas with a population above
2,500 as well as townships with a population above 10,000 and a minimum
population density level.

We next consider the influence of religious affiliation, drawing on the 1926
Census of Religious Bodies, the last census of this sort taken prior to the repeal
vote. We expect that states with heavy Roman Catholic populations, measured
as a percentage of the overall respondents in the census, were more supportive
of repeal. Conversely, we expect that states with high populations of evangel-
ical Protestants were less supportive of repeal. In particular, we follow other
scholars in identifying the principal evangelical Protestant denominations as
Baptists, Methodists, and Presbyterians (Coker, 2007:3). We first calculate
the percentage of survey respondents in each state who reported a Baptist,

1The North Carolina datum represents the percentage of voters supporting holding a
convention to repeal prohibition.
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TABLE 1

Voting Support for Repealing Prohibition

State Percentage

New York 88.72
Rhode Island 87.80
Connecticut 87.18
New Jersey 86.34
Wisconsin 82.08
Maryland 81.76
Massachusetts 81.71
Florida 80.14
Illinois 78.22
New Mexico 77.49
Delaware 77.16
Arizona 76.88
Missouri 76.24
Pennsylvania 76.16
California 76.12
Ohio 74.89
Michigan 74.71
New Hampshire 71.43
Washington 70.18
Maine 68.41
Colorado 67.84
Vermont 66.53
Oregon 65.24
Minnesota 65.10
Indiana 64.09
Virginia 62.96
Kentucky 62.26
West Virginia 61.56
Texas 61.40
Utah 60.19
Iowa 60.15
Arkansas 59.47
Alabama 58.67
Idaho 58.02
Tennessee 51.44
South Carolina 47.99
North Carolina 29.05

Methodist, or Presbyterian affiliation.2 We then consider the effect of each of
these dry denominations in isolation, by calculating separate percent Baptist,
percent Methodist, and percent Presbyterian variables.

We next consider the influence of income. Some scholars argue that higher-
income earners supported implementing prohibition because they wished to

2The 1926 Census of Religious Bodies enumerates 10 distinct Baptist denominations, seven
distinct Methodist denominations, and six distinct Presbyterian denominations.
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impose their own values on others (Dostie and Dupre, 2012). For our pur-
poses, this implies they would therefore be less supportive of repeal. However,
the landscape may have changed by the time of the 1933 repeal elections.
The progressivity of the still relatively new federal income tax (first adopted
in 1913) increased dramatically in 1932. Wealthier individuals now had a
new incentive to support repeal, out of a desire to reduce their federal in-
come tax burden by allowing for the return of the federal alcohol excise
tax (Okrent, 2010:332–33). From a political economy perspective, then, the
direct economic interest supporting repeal runs counter to the original under-
lying sociological interest supporting prohibition. Other empirical studies of
prohibition or repeal that used county-level data often rely on illiteracy rates
as a proxy for class (Wasserman, 1989; Endersby, 2012) due in part to the
unavailability of income data at the county level. Because our analysis is at
the state level, we are able to utilize state per-capita income data in 1930, as
reported by the Bureau of Economic Analysis.

We next consider the influence of immigration. Our expectation is that
states with high populations of foreign-born residents were more supportive
of repeal. In fact, the association between immigrants and pro-repeal sentiment
was so prevalent that in the early-1920s some prohibition supporters sought
(unsuccessfully) to exclude “aliens from the census figures used to determine
representation in the House,” in the belief that this would reduce the likelihood
of Congress approving pro-repeal measures (Okrent, 2010:237). We rely on
the 1930 census data for foreign-born whites in each state, relative to the total
population.

We also consider whether states with higher percentages of women were
more supportive of repeal. Given that women’s groups were strong backers
of enacting prohibition (Okrent, 2010:63–65), we expect that areas with
higher percentages of women were less supportive of repeal. The 1930 census
reports the number of males per 100 females, which we convert into a female
percentage variable.

Finally, we consider whether areas that were more supportive of the Demo-
cratic Party were more likely to back prohibition repeal. In the 1932 presi-
dential election, the Democratic Party adopted a repeal plank in its platform,
and after equivocating on the subject the Democratic presidential candi-
date Franklin Roosevelt eventually embraced repeal (Kyvig, 1979:161–66). In
fact, throughout the summer of 1933, Roosevelt and Democratic National
Committee chairman James Farley urged voters to support repeal (Kyvig,
1979:178), and Farley occasionally visited states prior to their repeal referenda
to encourage voters to back repeal (Raleigh News and Observer, 1933:2). We
proxy for support levels of the Democratic Party by calculating the average of
the Democratic share of the two-party vote in the 1928 and 1932 presidential
elections,3 as reported in the Atlas of U.S. Presidential Elections (Leip, 2012).
Descriptive statistics for all variables are presented in Table 2.

3The 1932 election was a landslide in favor of Roosevelt, but probably also reflected anti-
Hoover sentiment to a large extent. The 1928 election was a landslide in Hoover’s favor. Using
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TABLE 2

Descriptive Statistics

Variable Mean SD Minimum Maximum

Urban 50.689 20.008 20.600 92.400
Catholic 33.536 22.580 0.000 80.839
Evangelical 34.787 27.165 0.909 90.677
Income 572.000 207.884 224.000 1,035.000
Foreign 10.173 7.960 0.400 26.300
Female 49.280 1.184 46.664 52.549
Democratic vote share 52.134 10.716 37.281 94.782

TABLE 3

Bivariate Correlations with Support for Repealing Prohibition

Variable Correlation Coefficient t-Ratio

A. Continuous variables
Urban 0.744∗∗∗ 6.592
Catholic 0.711∗∗∗ 5.988
Evangelical −0.644∗∗∗ −4.980
Income 0.775∗∗∗ 7.245
Foreign 0.700∗∗∗ 5.804
Female −0.055 −0.327
Democratic −0.392∗∗ −2.518

B. Regional dummies
Northeast 0.451∗∗∗ 2.988
South −0.478∗∗∗ −3.215
Midwest 0.036 0.213
West 0.037 0.222

N = 37.∗∗Significant at 0.05. ∗∗∗Significant at 0.01.

Results

Simple Bivariate Relationships

Each potential variable effect described above is first tested independently
in the upper panel A of Table 3.4 Higher percentages of urban residents,
Catholics, and foreign-born populations are all positively and significantly

the average of the two elections will hopefully net out party incumbency (or anti-incumbency)
effects.

4Recall from Table 1 that North Carolina had far and away the lowest level of support for
repeal among the 37 states at 29 percent, almost 20 percentage points below the next lowest
state. As such, North Carolina appears to be an outlier, and its inclusion in our sample may
unduly influence our results. Dropping this one observation had very little impact on the
reported estimates in Table 4.
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correlated with support for prohibition repeal, as expected. Additionally, states
with larger populations of evangelical Protestant denominations had signifi-
cantly lower support for repeal, also as expected. The relative size of the female
population in the state had a negligible impact.

The strongest overall correlation is found by per-capita income. Wealthier
states show greater support for repeal on average, with state per-capita income
explaining 60 percent of the variation in support by itself.5

The most surprising result is that support for the Democratic Party in the
most recent presidential elections was significantly inversely correlated with
support for repeal. Yet, among the significant correlations, this relationship
was the weakest, explaining only 15 percent of the variation in support for
repeal.

Multivariate Regression Analysis

Despite the significant correlations displayed in Table 3, it is not clear that
each variable represents a truly independent test. For instance, immigrants
tended to settle in urban areas, and these areas also tended to be more heavily
Catholic. Endersby (2012:504) concludes that religion is “only tangentially
associated with voting [on prohibition] when other factors are [taken] into
account.” We therefore next turn to multivariate regression analysis to esti-
mate the impact of each individual variable when controlling for the other
potentially relevant variables.

As can be seen from Table 1, eight of the states (representing 22 percent of
the sample) had repeal support in excess of 80 percent, with several other states
having relatively high levels of support near this threshold. When data for the
dependent variable are concentrated in the tails of the distribution, ordinary
least squares (OLS) will tend to overestimate the variable impact for these
observations, and result in biased estimates in general. To avoid such problems,
the dependent variable in such cases is often first transformed to its logistic
functional form prior to linear estimation.6 We follow suit here. Least-squares
estimates for the coefficients and t-statistics derived from heteroskedasticity-
robust standard errors are presented in column (1) of Table 4.

A number of variables that were statistically significant in the bivariate
tests are also significant in the multivariate regression. Urbanization remains
statistically significant and positively correlated with support for repeal, even
after controlling for religion and immigrant populations. The percentage of
the state identified as Catholic also remains significant and positively correlated

5Recall that county-level studies often use illiteracy as a proxy for class, partly because income
data are unavailable at the county level. As a check we also considered the illiteracy rates across
states and found the expected negative correlation, consistent with a positive income effect,
but the correlation was much weaker and just barely managed significance at the 10 percent
error level. In the rest of the article, we rely on income data exclusively.

6The logistic is defined as log(support/[100-support]).
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TABLE 4

Determinants of Support for Repealing Prohibition

(1) (2) (3)

Constant 1.530 1.426∗∗∗ 6.515
(0.588) (7.778) (1.317)

Urban 0.014∗∗ 0.020∗∗

(2.181) (2.149)
Catholic 0.014∗∗∗ 0.014∗∗∗

(5.642) (4.453)
Evangelical 0.002 −0.003

(0.529) (−0.743)
Income 0.002∗∗ 0.001∗

(2.583) (1.890)
Foreign −0.021 −0.032

(−1.461) (−1.416)
Female −0.067 −0.166

(−1.107) (−1.528)
Democratic 0.014∗ 0.019∗

(1.814) (1.823)
South −0.934∗∗∗ 0.093

(−3.503) (0.421)
Midwest −0.528∗∗ −0.240

(−2.288) (−1.037)
West −0.534∗∗ −0.428

(−2.451) (−1.315)
Adj. R2 0.713 0.265 0.725

NOTES: Dependent variable is log odds of support for repeal. N = 37. Heteroskedasticity-
robust t-statistics in parentheses.∗Significant at 0.10. ∗∗Significant at 0.05. ∗∗∗Significant at 0.01.

with support for repeal. We also find that states with greater average income
levels showed greater support for repeal, at the margin.

Other variables are not significant in the multivariate regression results. The
percentage of women, which was insignificant in the bivariate test, remains
insignificant. Foreign-born population loses significance.7 Most important,
controlling for other factors, the percentage of the state comprised of individ-
uals from one of the evangelical religions is no longer significant.

Finally, our Democratic support variable that was significant and inversely
related to support for repeal in the bivariate test is shown to be positively
correlated with support for repeal in the multivariate regression. This latter
result is consistent with our initial expectation.

7There is a potential for this result to be clouded by multicollinearity, in that our foreign,
income, and urban variables are all correlated at >0.8 (higher than any other correlations in
the sample). The latter two variables remain significant in the full regression but the foreign
variable is not significant. Yet, the foreign variable remains insignificant even when dropping
either of the other two variables.
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FIGURE 1

Support for Prohibition Repeal by State, Based on Referenda Held in 1933

NOTE: Montana held a referendum in 1934 after the amendment had already been ratified.
Nevada and Wyoming held precinct and county meetings in 1933; no official state-level data
exist.

In examining the data, we noticed a strong regional aspect to repeal support.
As can be seen in Figure 1, geographic support for repeal appears most heavily
concentrated among the northeastern states, and least supportive in the south.
Bivariate correlations between support for repeal and a dummy indicator for
each of the four census regions are displayed in the lower panel B of Table 3 and
support this initial impression. Relative to the rest of the nation, northeastern
states showed greater average levels of support, whereas southern states showed
lower average levels of support. In column (2) of Table 4, three census region
dummies are included at once, with northeastern states as the default region
represented by the constant term. The coefficient for each regional dummy is
negative and statistically significant, indicating that states in every other region
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showed lower levels of support on average compared to the northeastern states.
The bivariate relationships in Table 3 failed to find a significant impact from
states located in the Midwest or West because they were compared against the
rest of the nation as a whole, with the lower support in the South roughly
canceling out the higher support in the Northeast.

As shown in column (3) of Table 4, the potential determinants previously
considered completely explain the geographic pattern uncovered in Figure 1.
Including these variables in a regression alongside the region dummies elimi-
nates their significance. In fact, an F-test reveals the region dummies are not
even jointly significant.8 Similarly, comparing columns (2) and (3) shows that
levels of significance for the continuous variables are not significantly affected
by the inclusion of regional dummies. Thus, we conclude that attitudes to-
ward prohibition did not differ across the nation beyond the demographic
variation among the states already noted.

We next further explored the surprising lack of significance from the evan-
gelical variable. First, we found that nonsignificance of the evangelical variable
was robust to dropping any one of the other variables from the regression.
We next considered the possibility of diversity among the various evangelical
denominations. As described above, there are several distinct denominations
considered to be evangelical. We ran additional regressions replacing the evan-
gelical variable by each of its separate categories of Baptist, Methodist, and
Presbyterian denominations. We also ran another regression where the three
categories of evangelicals were all included, but as separate variables rather
than aggregated together. In no case were any of these variables found to
be statistically significant. The lack of an evangelical effect appears to be ro-
bust. While others have found important effects on supporting prohibition
(Wasserman, 1989, 1990) or opposing repeal (Dinan and Heckelman, 2005)
in particular states, this does not appear to be a national phenomenon.

Discussion

Prior empirical studies of support for wet and dry policies generally focus
on enactment of prohibition or examine county-level results of referenda in
particular states. Our examination of the 37 state referenda on ratifying the
21st Amendment shows the importance of distinguishing between support for
wet and dry policies at different time periods, in that some factors influencing
prohibition enactment in the 1910s were no longer important in voting
on repeal in the 1930s. We also demonstrate the benefits of undertaking a
multistate study, given that certain factors shown to be important in single-
state studies turn out not to be influential, and vice versa, once we consider
their influence across a wide range of states.

8The test for the null of no joint significance is distributed as F(3,26) = 1.19, with associated
p-value = 0.332.
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One of our principal conclusions is that urban areas were strong backers of
repeal, even when controlling for other factors associated with urban residence.
Congressional backers of repeal appear to have been correct in predicting that
prospects for ratifying the 21st Amendment would be boosted by taking the
unusual step of submitting the amendment to state conventions rather than
to rural-dominated state legislatures. Prior studies have generally reported a
correlation between urbanization and opposition to prohibition, both in the
1910s and in the 1930s. Yet, some scholars have concluded that this correlation
was merely a product of other factors such as religion and immigration that
were associated with urban residence. Meanwhile, others have suggested on
the basis of single-state studies that to the extent that urbanization might
have had an independent effect during enactment of prohibition, this effect
had eroded by the time prohibition was repealed in the 1930s. In the face
of these two different challenges to the conventional understanding of the
importance of urbanization, our study demonstrates that urbanization had
an independent effect on votes for prohibition repeal even when controlling
for other factors. The result supports the idea that those living in urban areas
supported repeal because of where they lived, rather than simply because
urban areas contained many Catholics and immigrants. A certain degree of
self-selection as to where to live may have resulted in greater homogenization in
attitudes toward prohibition within a state, with wets moving to the cities and
drys remaining in rural areas. Alternatively, urbanization may reflect specific
economic interests, such as the producers of alcoholic beverages, saloons,
hotels, and the like, which were more prevalent in urban areas (Lewis, 2008;
Endersby, 2012).

We also find support for the view that Democratic areas tended to support
prohibition repeal. Prior studies have shown that Democratic congressmem-
bers were more supportive of the 21st Amendment than were Republican
congressmembers. We find evidence consistent with voters selecting delegates
to state ratifying conventions in the same manner, in that areas with greater
levels of support for Democratic presidential candidates in the two most re-
cent elections were more supportive of prohibition repeal, after controlling
for other factors.

Another key conclusion is that higher-income areas heavily supported re-
peal. Scholars have reached various conclusions about the relationship be-
tween income and support for prohibition. Our study shows that by the early
1930s higher-income states were clearly supportive of repeal. We therefore
find stronger support for the political economy explanation, which holds
that wealthier individuals supported prohibition in the hopes of replacing
progressive income taxes with alcohol excise taxes, than for the sociological
explanation that wealthier people supported social regulations in general (and
especially on alcohol) to impose their values on the lower class.

We also make several contributions regarding the influence of religion. Our
study confirms the strong and well-documented correlation between Catholi-
cism and opposition to prohibition. It is notable, however, that evangelical
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denominations, which have been shown in other studies to be supportive of
enacting prohibition in the 1910s and have been shown in some single-state
studies to be opposed to state-level repeal referenda in the 1930s, turns out in
our multistate study not to have an independent effect on opposition to repeal
of national prohibition. States with greater populations of evangelicals were no
more opposed to repeal of the 21st Amendment than other non-Catholics, at
least once we control for other factors. This holds true even when we consider
the importance of each evangelical denomination separately. One interpre-
tation may be that the results of previous state-specific studies (Wasserman,
1989, 1990; Dinan and Heckelman, 2005) are not representative of evangel-
icals for the entire nation. Alternatively, from a fiscal federalism standpoint,
evangelicals may have preferred control at the local level and therefore were
more willing to support state rather than federal regulations. Distinguishing
between these two explanations may be worthy of further inquiry.
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