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Abstract

What explains the outcomes of ballot initiativentasts? What factors determine
the passage or rejection of an initiative? Thisgpaescribes and evaluates three
approaches to explaining ballot initiative contasticomes. The first approach involves
using the expenditures ¥esandNo campaigns as the causal factor in explaining why
passage or defeat is the respective outcome ofea gontest. The second explanatory
approach emphasizes the logic of collective agiimblems. The third approach
incorporates the larger constellation of policynmgkinstitutions in which each ballot
initiative process exists. Specifically, in whatysas the process shaped by the larger
system of partisan attachments that structuresoedgolitics?

This paper contains a set of three analyses vdpehk to each of the three
respective explanatory approaches to explainirigatnie contest outcomes. The results
provide evidence of the importance of a contestityacompetitive dynamic in
determining the amount of resources made avaifable campaign to spend. Left
unaccounted for, this strategic financing of iritias distorts estimates of the
effectiveness of spending.

The second analysis, inspired by insights inttective action problems, finds the
initiative arena to be a policymaking site whererénis a competitive advantage for
broadly diffused interests, especially when theglleimge other broad interests.
Moreover, broad-basedesgroups achieved relatively high passage ratesneittively

low levels of campaigns expenditures.



Finally, the third analysis provides evidence abasistently high level of
correlation betweelesvoting and alignment with a particular party. Toeest levels of
correlation were still fairly high from a measursstial science perspective. In many
instances, county-level party attachment mappeostiseamlessly over initiative
decision making. This suggests that ballot inNisi politics do not operate outside party

politics, as has been suggested in the past.
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— Chapter 1 —
Introduction

Why do some ballot initiatives pass and otheilsdiaiElection Day? What causal

factors determine initiative contest outcomes?

Introduction to the topic: Policymaking without their permission?

Elected representation is the primary vehicleMorerican democracy throughout
all 50 statehouses and Washington D.C. Federastatel legislators and executives are
popularly elected at regular intervals. Judgesat@oeither elected, subject to recall, or
appointed by one democratically elected agent thighapproval of some other
democratically elected body. Representative densgces Framer’s like John Madison
envisaged it, was meant to incorporate deliberastabilizing, and power-sharing
elements of statecraft. These would serve to ptewesrly energetic majorities from
doing anything too upsetting to the minorities’ferences.

Emerging with Progressive and Populist movemehtiseoearly 28 century, 24
of the United States now have an arena for citizesmaking called the ballot initiative
process, a political institution where citizens cagulate petitions to place state laws
and constitutional amendments on the ballot fgesor No vote. The citizens’ initiative
is, at least on the surface level, a very differestitutional actor in the process by which
policy is made. Scholars to this day interrogatetivar the ballot initiative process has

any truly unique properties as an institution ahderatic policymakind.How does the

! David McCuan and Steve Stamboulgtitiative-Centered Politics: The New Politics ofréct
Democracy, Durham: Carolina Academic Press, 2005) p. 4.
1



ballot initiative process affect the ways by whicHividuals and groups demand policy
that accords with their interests and values? Hogsdhe initiative contest option alter
the manner that policy-demanders calculate thraugbh channel they can best control
policy?

Though not a democratic panacea, theoreticalgilathinitiative process can
correct out distortions in the process by whichuydapopinion is translated into public
policy in 24 states. The process of allowing averaijzens to initiate an up or down
vote on a piece of legislation has the potentialllaw for policy changes which
overcome the carefully cultivated influence of mgaxdinterest groups on state
government, the insidious effects of careerism,rmaady more of the systemic reasons
why elected representation falls short of meetivegpolicy-demands of the pubfidn
short, the ballot initiative process appears t@binea critical membrane of the power
wielded by elected officials, the monopoly on makahanges to official policy or the
legislative agenda. Does the initiative really wgbean the insidious influence of
moneyed interests and party bosses? Does the pnaadly give outsiders an effective
means to change policy without the permission efttiy donors or the two parties?

A satisfying inquiry into the ballot initiative pcess must illuminate the
substantive differences or pointed similaritiesAssn ballot initiatives and other modes
of democratic lawmaking. The central question bezgnwhat are the mechanisms that
determine the outcomes of ballot initiative corg@ds this process different than that

which governs electoral politics? Then, at thisypanormative questions emerge related

2 Ibid, p. 5-7.



to how desirable one finds different determinaritsuccess between ballot initiative
contests and electoral politics.

These questions are important first because theypsiakes of initiative contests
are high, and second because of the sheer sindiafive spending. In recent decades,
ballot initiative contests have become one of tiggést destinations for political dollars.
Unlike in candidate races, there are no limitationsontributions to ballot measure
campaigns. What follows are a few facts to dematsthe magnitude of ballot initiative
campaign expenditures. In the 2012 general eleati@alifornia, the amount of money
spent to affect initiative contests was four tirttest spent to affect races for seats in the
state legislaturé Furthermore, the combined total of 2013 and 2@ititive contest
spending has been projected as a record-breakiBdofition in committee
expenditures.

Explaining initiative contest outcomes has imgimas for policy and politics at
the local, state, and federal level. Initiative tasts outcomes not only alter the details of
policy, they reorganize the processes by whichcgas produced through changes to
elections, constitutional provisions, and othenmadats of a state’s institutional

arrangements.

Analytic frame

% National Institute on Money in State Politics, &&t Overview: California 2012,” Follow The Money
database, Accessed online.
* Reid Wilson, “Initiative spending booms past $1Bcarporations sponsor their own proposals,”
GovBeat, Washington Post (Novemb&r 8013). Accessed online.
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What determines the outcomes of ballot initiatteatests? This research paper
examines the initiative process from the perspeativpolicy-demanding individuals and
groups. Policy-demanders have a variety of charnpely and influence policy. Why do
they sometimes pursue their preferred policiesutinathe initiative process? Why do
their efforts sometimes end in passage and someeme in defeat?

This paper will take up three different approadesxplaining how policy-
demanding individuals and groups achieve policyiggttaough the ballot initiative
process.

- Approach #lexamines explanations of passage that hinge oeftbetiveness of
campaign spending.

- Approach #2xamines explanations of passage that focus orelfigve broad
diffusion or narrow concentration of the costs aerdefits associated with a given
initiative contest. This approach is heavily infaanby the logic of collective
action®

- Approach #Jollows institutionally-embedded explanations ofpage. These
explanations place policy-demanding actors intddhger institutional context of
ballot box policymaking within a whole constellatiof other institutional actors.

Below, Table 1 compares three approaches to exjana terms of their causal-

mechanistic structure. These three approachestuiltture the experimental design and

review of the literature that make up this paper.

® This line of reasoning was influentially articigdtearly on by Mancur Olsofihe Logic of Collective
Action Cambridge: Harvard University Press,1965).

4



Agent
Process Outcome

Approach | Policy-demanding individuals | Policy-demanders use their
#1 and groups financial resources Passage/Defeat

to change voter behavior

Approach | Policy-demanding individuals | Policy-demander exploits the
#2 and groups narrowness or breadth Passage/Defeat

of their preferred policy
Approach | Policy-demanding individuals | Policy-demander exploits
#3 and groups some feature of the Passage/Defeat

institutional environment

TABLE 1: Three approaches to explaining initiative contest outcomes

Contribution to the literature:

This thesis paper contributes to the literaturéndrative contests first by
synthesizing the various strands of literature segtk to explain passage. The review of
the literature suggests new avenues for explohiegale of money in contest outcomes.
This paper makes an argument for the importancmaérstanding the individual
decision-making of the policy entrepreneurs whoigete the initiative arena. Yet, these
explanations only make sense when placed insidiatber institutional context. This
paper identifies institutionally-embedded explaprdi of initiative contest outcomes as
an area of potential growth in ballot initiativehstarship. Finally, this paper provides
guidance for enriching explanations of ballot aditre politics by expanding the
outcome-of-interest beyond passage/failure to piaigoolitical and procedural

objectives.



This paper’s three experimental sections eachigecw different contribution to
the current body of knowledge related to the bafitative process. First, this author
provides evidence of strategic financing of initias based on the early competitive
dynamic. This behavior biases estimates of speigleftectiveness if excluded from an
explanatory model. Evidence is also providedf esdemanding groups achieving
extraordinarily high passage rates without spendingh money or facing much
competition in cases where their initiative takesearly and decisive lead. This
phenomenon also merits incorporation into the eowidc models by which the
influence of money is measured.

This thesis also provides evidence that the tnrggprocess is largely an arena of
majoritarian politics — conflicts in which both la costs and broad benefits are at stake.
In these predominant, majoritarian-type politigalations, the passage rate is by far the
highest. The research contained here adds to adfdahdings which suggest that the
initiative process is a site of regular victories hroad groups with limited financial
resources. In line with earlier authors, this autbloserves a correlation which supports
the premise that policy-demanders with broadlyudid interests exercise a competitive
advantage in the initiative arefa.

The final section of this project provides an s of the initiative within the
context of the larger institutional environmentegifically, does the ballot initiative
process operate independently of party politics® IHach does the structure of partisan

attachments structure the coalitions from whichning initiative efforts are built?

® E Elisabeth Gerbef,he Populist Paradox: Interest Group Influence éimel Promise of Direct
Legislation(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999)%. 6
6



Evidence is provided of a reliable and often ghitgh correlation between a county’s
party attachment and its voting in particular mtitre contests. This suggests that ballot
initiative politics takes place within the coaliidbuilding rules of electoral politics.
Therefore, ballot initiative passage and defeatisly determined by the policy-
demanders ability to exploit the current configigatof partisan attachments. Evidence
is provided that ballot initiative policymaking dorot take place outside party politics,
as has elsewhere been suggested.

The final section of this paper provides recomnagiods for future researchers

investigating the mechanics of success in the biaitative process.

Philosophy of social science

Explanations, by their definition, invoke caus@arigs. According to philosophy
of social science scholar Daniel Little in his 198fokVarieties of Social Explanation
explanatory reasoning invokes three central id§¢ay:the ideas of a causal mechanism
connecting cause and effect, [2)] the idea of aetation between two or more variables,
and [3)] the idea that one event is a necessasyfficient condition for another’ Little
is certain to note that, particularly in light afique properties of the social world, a
model of social explanation must embrace probdiuilcgausal claims wherein a condition
might not be fully necessary or sufficient to briamgput an effect, but it does significantly

change the probability of the phenomenon’s occaeén

" Daniel Little, Varieties of Social ExplanatioiBoulder: Westview Press, 1991) p. 4.
8 .
Ibid.
7



Explanation is one of the two main forms of argatagon (along with
description) that has been the territory of scgatand philosophers since ancient times.
Explanation is at the core of all scientific inqui from microbiology and astrophysics
through anthropology and political science. ltngortant to conduct this research with a
thought-out and engaged philosophy of how to evtalsacial scientific explanations.
This author takes a methodological individualisinge, meaning simply that all
explanations of social phenomena must come packailedt least some gesture
towards an explanatory sketch of a causal mechanmsoiving the goal-directed
behavior of individual human beings. The methodlalty individualistic approach this
researcher claims is akin to that articulated bgiBlaLittle, who argues that the primary
idea underneath all explanatory reasoning is “@akamechanism connecting cause and
effect.”

So “mechanisms” are essential to explanation. &giions must be compatible
with our understandings of the behavior of intemtlndividuals. What is meant exactly
by this termmechanis® Sociologist Arthur Stinchombe defined mechanias%its of
theory about entities at a different level (e.gliwduals) than the main entities being
theorized about (e.g. groups), which serve to ntla&éigher level theory more supple,
more accurate, or more generdl Figure 6 displays the skeleton for the explanatibe

reader will encounter in this Literature Review authsequent experimental design.

° Ibid, p. 14.
19 Arthur L. Stinchombe, “The Conditions of Fruitfelss of Theorizing About Mechanisms in Social
Science,Philosophy of Social Sciengasol. 21, No. 3, (Sept. 1991) p.367.

8



CAUSES / EXPLANANS:

events and conditions that are

1.) necessary to activate the

causal mechanism, CAUSAL MECHANISM: a piece of
2,) sufficient to active the causal reasoning about a process or processes EFFE(?T,' EXPLANAN D!JM;
mechanism, tha_t generate the ob]ects_, events, and that which need to be explained
actions we seek to explain
or 3.) significantly increase the

probability of a process that
results in the effect/ explanandum

FIGURE 1.1: Generic causal-mechanistic story

The use of these repeated explanatory schemasigsmnds to Daniel Little’
challenge to social scientists published onlindune of 2011: “If we assert a causa
explanatory relation between one social entityarditionand anothenve must b
prepared to offer a credible sketof the ways in which this influence is convey
through the mentalities and actions of individu:**

Figure 1.2 seen below, shows a more specific skeleton fe#planations ¢
passage thatill be covered in this Literature Review’s subsaas$ for Approaches #-3.
Recall that we need to be explaining the mechantenesigh which goi-directed actors
in the initiative process achieve passage throbhglattions of go-directed voters witl

their own sets of preferences, intentions, commitsjeand beliefs

Y Daniel Little, “Microfoundationalism,” UnderstandjrSociety, accessed online on Smber 29, 2013
(Published June 28, 2011).
9



POLICY-DEMANDING
INDIVIDUALS AND GROUPS:

Approach #1: differences in
resources of Yes and No efforts

Social process through which a
Approach #2: cost-benefit majority of voter's decide to vote PASSAGE / DEFEAT
distribution activated by a given Yes on a ballot initiative

initiative

Approach #3: meeting the demand
for assembling a winning coalition

FIGURE 1.2: Structure for this paper’s explanations of initiative contest outcomes

The causes we examine will relate to the inteafitiehavior of policy-
demanding individuals and groups pursuing theiediyes through the initiative
process. The effect is represented inside the hdk@right, the one at which the arrow

is pointed. Passage is the main dependent variable.

Terminology

The effect is always to be defined in terms ofspge or defeat, or relatedly, in
terms of vote share. Consequently, discussioniseofdffectiveness” of different causal
variables will be referring to whether that vareblas the property of influencing an
initiatives probability of passage. Furthermorey aime ballot initiative “contest
outcomes” are mentioned, the outcome in questiainiays either passage/defeat or vote
share. Accordingly, unless otherwise stated, balitative “success” shall refer to ballot
initiative passage.

For analytical clarity, this thesis will use tlerhsYesandNo spending to
consolidate the various terminology employed iedé@nt studies to describe spending

directed at promoting the respective passage @atlef an initiativeYesspending is
10



conducted byrescampaigns for the purpose of prompting votersctept ballot
initiatives.No spending is conducted o campaigns in order to persuade voters to

reject the initiative in question.

11



— Chapter 2 —
Literature Review

What causes initiatives to pass? This literatavgenw is structured around three
approaches to explaining initiative contest outcenide first approach (#1) investigates
the influence of campaign money in affecting iritia contest outcomes. Explanations
here will focus on the financial resourcesyasandNo campaigns as potential factors
affecting passage. Approach #2 looks to the breadtioncentration of a proposed
initiative’s costs and benefits to explain the madhms governing passage and rejection.
Finally under Approach #3, this review covers ingtonally-embedded explanations of
initiative contest outcomes. These explanationsepiaitiative politics into the context of
the broader environment of multiple competing tugsions of democratic policymaking.
Additionally, Approach #3 will end with researchiorproposed objectives of initiative
process actors which might operate on their behavdependently from passage
objectives. That is to say, possible ballot initiatcontest motivations which go beyond

passage/defeat.

Explanatory Approach #1: Money matters

What does the social science literature offeerms of understanding the ability
of policy-demanding actors to buy policy, in gen@&/here can we find those
mechanisms whereby the financial expenditures éicepolicy-demanding actors and

groups influences the policy output of governmergrey level?

12



This section begins by reviewing the older litaraton the relationship between
campaign expenditures and initiative contest ougrithen, the next subsection details
the research conducted on the influence of monpgédy-demanders in the legislatures,
and how methodological breakthroughs in that fledste been incorporated into thinking
about ballot initiative contest outcomes.

Much has been written over the years debatingtieet of campaign dollars in
increasing or decreasing the likelihood voters ®ajilprove or reject a given statewide
ballot initiative. This initial section of the Litature Review analyzes research which
uses the passage (or vote share) of an initiaivbedependent variable, and the amount
of money spent in support or opposition to anaitivie will be the independent variables.
In short: can money provided by policy-demandirgjuiduals and groups be used to buy
or prevent passage of an initiative? How and intwlay does money spent in initiative
campaigns influence outcomes? Is there an asynuakgffect, wherein money is more
effective in opposition to an initiative than itirsfavor of it?

In the broadest possible terms, the scientifezditure has shifted from an older
literature downplaying the role dfo campaign spending and almost total rejection of the
efficacy of Yescampaign spendintf,towards a newer literature that challenges the
research designs of past authors and argues ttaY esandNo spending have
significant and relatively symmetric efféét.Along the way, breakthroughs in research

on candidate elections were brought into the ivgeliterature with path-breaking

12 Arthur Lupia and John Matsusaka, “Direct Democradgw Approaches to Old Questiods)nual
Review of Political Scienc¥ol. 7, (2004) pgs. 463-482.
3 Thomas Stratmann, “The Effectiveness of Moneyaiti® Measure CampaignsSouthern California
Law ReviewVol. 78 (2005); John de Figueiredo, Chang Hadd Thad Kousser, “Financing Direct
Democracy: Revisiting the Research on Campaign@pgrand Citizen Initiatives,The Journal of Law,
Economics, & OrganizatigriVol. 37, No. 3 (2011).

13



consequences on findings. This forthcoming seatiideal with this debate, and all of
the explanatory models that get presented along/#ye
Early research finds limited effects and asymmetry

The earlier literature on the capacity of monepug initiative contest outcomes
suggests a limited and asymmetrical impact frompaagn expenditures. Sometimes
campaign spending was said to not matter mucH &t détermining election outcomés.
Other studies suggested that the only money thaifiantly impacted outcomes was
spent by opposition groups seeklgvotes*”In sum, scholars agreed money was pretty
ineffective at changing initiative contest outcomEs the extent that it was influential,
its influence reinforced the status quo, but cowdtpurchase alteration of the current
order through buyinyesvotes.

Researchers John Owens and Larry Wade were armergatly and long-
dominant voices in the academic literature who daeayed the ability of money from

any group, on any side of an initiative contesgffect outcomes. In a 1986 study, they

1% John R. Owens and Larry L. Wade, “Campaign SpendimCalifornia Ballot Propositions, 1924-1984:
Trends and Voting EffectsThe Western Political Quarterly/ol. 39, No. 4, (1986) pgs. 675-689.
15 Steven Lydenberd@dankrolling Ballots: The Role of Business in FinacState Ballot Question
CampaignsCouncil on Economic Priorities (1979); Ronald lleA, “The National Initiative Proposal: A
Preliminary Analysis,Nebraska Law Reviewol. 58, (1979) pgs. 1034-1036; Randy M. Masbeporah
C. Costlow, and Heidi P. Sanchez, “Taking the &titie: Corporate Control of the Referendum Process
through Media Spending and What to Do abouthgtieral Communications Law Journalol. 32, (1980)
pgs. 315-269David Lowenstein, “Campaign Spending and Ballotg@sitions: Recent Experience, Public
Choice Theory, and the First AmendmetdCLA Law RevieyWol. 86 (1982); David Magelbyirect
Legislation: Voting on Ballot Propositions in thenlted States(Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press,
1984); John S. Shockley, “Direct Democra€ige Initiative Process in Colorado Politics: An Assment ,
Boulder Bureau of Governmental Research and Sexvidgeiversity of Colorado (1980); John S. Shockley
“Direct Democracy, Campaign Finance, and the Cgudasiversity of Miami Law Review/ol. 39, (1985)
pgs. 377-428; David D. SchmidZjtizen Lawmakers: The Ballot InitiatiRevolution, Philadelphia:
Temple University Press (1989); David Magelby, ‘&ir Elections in the United States,"Referendums
Around the Worldeds. David Butler and Austin Ranney. Washingid@; The AEI Press (1994); Chang
Ho Ji “California’s Direct Democracy 1976-1998: Bietors, Outcome, and Issues” (paper presentdtkat t
Annual Meeting of the Western Political Science dksation, Seattle, 1998); Lupia and Matsusaka, €Bir
Democracy: New Approaches to Old Questions.”

14



examined campaign spending and election outcomige igixty years from 1924 until
1984, and found no significant association or sariste relationship between the two.
Using four statistical models that examined not passage but also vote share, Owens
and Wade concluded that “there is at best only dasioconnection” between a
campaign’s finances and its odds of success —gamadt highly skeptical of any role for
money in buying initiative contest outcom@s.

Late 20" century academic explanations of the relationseiween passage and
campaign spending are easily characterized by secus on muted and asymmetric
effects!’ but some disagreed with these conclusions, andifgeed entirely on the
causation underlying them or the normative impiara. With so much money spent in
aggregate on both sides of initiative contests, @and Wade conclusions seemed
counterintuitive at best. Why would campaigns atteand spend money in such large
numbers if their expenditures did not increasevamginitiative’s odds of passing?

Dissenters like Betty Zisk contended that moneytenaregardless of which side
spends it? In 1987, Zisk performed a multi-state study oftliot initiative campaigns
occurring between 1976 and 1982 in four diversest&alifornia, Massachusetts,
Michigan, and Oregon. In her sample, the higheshdimg side prevailed on Election
Day in 80 percent of the cases, regardless ofrtimuat spent by the other side, the
source of the money, or the issue type. Zisk’sifigd suggested that public opinion on a
ballot question could change drastically when ade keavily outspent the other,

looking at 32 campaigns with available polling datal finding that 53 percent of the

16 Owens and Wade, “Campaign Spending on CaliformitoBPropositions,” pgs. 33-35.
" upia and Matsusaka, “Direct Democracy: New Apptas to Old Questions.”
18 Betty Zisk,Money, Media, and the Grass Radfsewbury Park: Sage, 1987).
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time, voters’ initial preferences would shift towarwhichever side spent the most
money.

Other contemporary scholars saw campaign moneg@able of determining
election outcomes, but always with an asymmeteéaict in which if money spent in
pursuit ofYesvotes had any influence, it was significantly lesative to the purchasing
power of money spent ddo votes. Daniel Lowenstein made one of the earliedtraost
influential cases for this asymmetrical effect famg money spent by an initiative’s
opponents over that spent by its proponéhtwenstein found that when the opponents
outspent the proponents by at least 2:1, the opyieneon 90 percent of the time.
Conversely, if the proponents outspent the oppanientat least 2:1, the proponents only
won 64% of the time. This asymmetrical effect lmeea central part of the research and
debate over the role of money in determining itiiteacontest outcomes.

Lowenstein’s contemporary, David Magelby, confidribke existence of an
asymmetrical effect favoring money speniNiacampaigns over that spentyias
campaigns. Following Lowenstein’s approach closelsigelby separates the measures
into three categories based on whether the oppsnidet proponents, or no one had a 2:1
spending advantage. Magelby found that proponeittsaglvantages won in less than
half the cases. While at an 87 percent successogpenents with a 2:1 spending
advantage could “virtually guarantee the defeatroiitiative.”™ That study was
published in 1984. Ten years later in 1994, Mag&lbuld again find evidence of the

asymmetrical effect. Looking at the initiativestive years since his last study, Magelby

9 Lowenstein, “Campaign Spending and Ballot Projarsit”
20 Magelby,Direct Legislation pgs. 146-148.
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found that ballot measures had failed in ten ofttipeeleven cases where thies
campaign widely outspent tiNo campaigrt*

Magelby postulated from his results that upon inganformation provided
predominantly from th& esside, voters became skeptical and tended to réject
propositions. Future scholars would build on thisai of a risk-averse vot&rBut for the
time being, the main takeaway from Magelby’s woiksvto reinforce the asymmetrical
effect theory associated with Lowenstein. The motbasymmetrical effects in initiative
campaign spending would crystalize into a converaiovisdom that has only recently
been directly and forcefully challengét.

Among this older body of literature, many of tHdey studies used simpler,
bivariate modeling® More recent studies employed more complicatedivauiate
modeling to predict the fate of initiative by thevéls ofYesandNo spending” Overall
though, the old literature is best characterizetiloyfeature. First, the old literature
provides evidence of muted aNad-favoring asymmetric effectiveness of spending upon

outcomes with near uniform consistency. Second nam critically, the old literature

2 Magelby,Direct Elections in the United States.
22 shaun Bowler and Todd Donovdbemanding Choices: Opinion, Voting, and Direct Denaay, (Ann
Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1998).
% Thomas Stratmann, “The Effectiveness of Moneyatid Measure Campaigns”; de Figueiredo et al.
“Financing Direct Democracy.”
% Eugene C. Lee, “California,” iReferendums: A Comparative Study of Practice arebiyheds. David
Butler and Austin Ranney (Washington DC: AEI, 1978)en, “The National Initiative Proposal”;
LydenbergBankrolling Ballots Lowenstein, “Campaign Spending and Ballot Prajmss”; Owens and
Wade, “Campaign Spending on California Ballot Pisifions”.
% susan Banducci, “Direct Legislation: When Is liedsand When Does it Pass?'Gitizens as
Legislators eds. Shaun Bowler, Todd Donovan, and Carlineolbéft (Columbus: Ohio State University
Press, 1998) pgs. 109-131; Elisabeth Gerblee, Populist ParadgxElizabeth Garrett and Elisabeth
Gerber, “Money in the Initiative and Referendumdess: Evidence of its effects and prospects for
reform,” in The Battle Over Citizen Lawmakingd. M. Dane Waters (Durham, NC: Carolina Academic
Press, 2001); Donovan and BowlBemanding Choices
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doesn’t take into account either the endogeneitsaofibles or the likelihood that
spending is marginally less effective at higheelsy

The next subsection will examine how the literaton candidate elections
experienced some of the same problems as initiaterature, and how methodological
solutions introduced in the electoral context ntiggainto the arena of ballot initiative

politics.

Candidate contest outcomes and campaign spending:

When it comes to money in politics, the bulk ofdeaic research focuses on
candidate elections. This body of empirical litaratis dominated by work which
examines the relationship between campaign spetelets and the identity of winning
candidates. In a 2005 literature review, Thomaat®iann wrote, “While incumbents and
challengers spend much time on fund-raising an@apip believe that money is an
important ingredient in winning elections, academesearchers for the most part have
trouble establishing a causal and quantitativelyartant connection between spending
and vote shares® The apparent ineffectiveness of incumbent campsgmding is one
of the central puzzles of campaign finance literatén already thorny causality
guestion about campaign spending and candidatestomitcomes is made especially
difficult in the case of incumbent spending.

Why do researchers struggle to demonstrate tlegidspg, especially incumbent

spending, produces causes changes in the idehtfgaion winners? The problem is

% Thomas Stratmann, “Some talk: Money in politicpArtial) review of the literaturePublic Choice
Vol. 124, (2005) p. 3.
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largely one of endogeneity between the causal bari@pending) and the effect variable
(contest outcomes). The causal logic of an experiragsumes that one’s independent
and outcome variables are exogenous to each dth&iclassic experimental context, this
is accomplished using random assignment procedures.

However, in the quasi-experimental context redescare left with groups
which only exist out in the field. In the contextaandidate races the argument is that
spending, especially incumbent spending, is stiealg made available to candidates by
policy-demanders. Policy-demanders seek to winianite with the eventual winner of
the election. For this reason, there is a tendémty and pick winners. This strategy
changes how the data must be interpreted, becheseis something pointedly not
random about the patterns through which campaigndipg is being (assigned) made
available to candidates.

There is a tendency for policy-demanders to ty gick winners, bandwagoning
behind strong candidates who appear likely to Wigure 2.2.1 depicts the endogeneity

at play in this example.
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FIGURE: 2.1.1: Endogeneity of candidate campaign spending to identity of
Election Day winner

The strength of an incumbent’s challenger is likelgtimulate contributions for
the incumbent. Likewise the tendency will be fogher funding to be directed towards
challengers facing an uphill slough against strmegmbents. As Thomas Stratmann put
it in a 2005 literature review on money in polifitmcumbents’ vote shares and spending
are simultaneously determined.”Incumbents in competitive races may spend more to
win reelection and lose than incumbents facingermsas challenge to win. This could
lead to the erroneous conclusion that more campgnding leads to smaller vote
shares, or it could just bias estimates of thecéffeness of voting downwards towards
zero. Either way, failing to control for the unobsed variables of incumbent and

challenger quality leads to critical estimatioroest

27 Stratmann, “Some talk,” p. 138.
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The new literature on the effectiveness of spending

Publishing in 1998, Susan Banducci would find astry too®® The previous
scholars said th&o spending was very effective, wherééssspending had no
significant effect. Banducci found significant efte forYesspending, but also the same
asymmetrical effect favoringjo spending. Money spent by initiative proponentsdras
effect on securing desired outcomes, Banducci @dint just is not as powerful as the
effect of money spent by initiative opponents. Ehare smaller but still significant
effects present foYesspending. Banducci’'s novel findings were in pareadvto her
novel research design. Her study acts as preludan&w consensus around more
substantive effects for bottesandNo spending. In common with Banducci’s design,
the new literature is marked by efforts to antitgpand factor out the endogeneity
between the variables involved.

Banducci’'s 1998 study aimed to develop a multatarregression model with
instrumental variables and multiple layers of colstthat would explain initiative contest
occurrences and outcomes. She first explained whwia initiatives qualified for the
ballot, then why passage occurred when it did. ibeel methodological design would
incorporate two new concepts that have criticatiggeed how subsequent studies
approached these questions. First Banducci comtaihie endogeneity of spending
variables to contest outcome variables. Secondd®am recognized the diminishing
marginal returns to which campaign spending isesttbj

Banducci’'s study examined all direct legislati@mtests which occurred in 2

states — California and Oregon — between 1976 880.1Drawing upon the insight of

% Susan Banducci, “Direct Legislation: When Is ledsand When Does it Pass?”
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Jacobson (1980), Banducci argued that “becausedtiet of Yesspending] is a response
to the appearance of a strong challeng&.esgpending] is not a variable that is
completely external to any model that predictsatiite voting.”® Via Banducci\Yesand
No spending levels are “wrapped up in each othertd arse to jargon of statistics, they
are multicolinear variable¥.

So, given the endogeneity of spending, Banduggied for the power of
applying a “two-stage model and some indicatohefc¢ontroversy or competitiveness of
each proposition to correctly specify how spendiffgcts outcomes®* The first stages
of Banducci’'s passage model predicted an initiiYesspending. She constructed
indicators that reflect how competitive or contrsral each ballot initiative was. Among
these indicators, Banducci included a measure ethdn or not a proposition contained
provisions regulating or taxing an industry. Bandiscindicators of controversiality and
competitiveness are regressedyasspending to predict how mudtesspending is
fueled by the threat of opposition.

In the second stage of Banducci’s modasspending predicted in the first stage
is used, along witiNo spending, to predict contest outcomes. Throughttho-stage
model, Banducci aimed to isolate and eliminateetiiects onYesspending that are
driven by the anticipated closeness or competiggsrof contests. This approach,
informed by innovations in research on electorditigs, would come to define the new

approach to estimating money’s effectiveness ierd@hing contest outcomes.

% Gary JacobsormMoney in Congressional Electiof€@umberland: Yale University Press, 1980);
Banducci, p. 124-125.
%0 Banducci, p. 127.
% Ibid, p. 125.
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Beyond tackling endogeneity, Banducci’s reseaedigh was also novel for its
incorporation of her awareness of the diminishiraggmal returns to which campaign
spending is subject. Via Banducci, it is likelyttttae marginal returns oviesandNo
spending are reduced at very high levels of spgndia factor this dynamic in, Banducci
uses the natural log dfesandNo expenditures in order to help model the potential
nonlinear effects of spending on outcomes.

In regards to the first stage of her model, Baodsid 998 study posited a
“significant relationship betweery sandNo] spending, suggesting that¢$ spending
is a function of No] spending.®? Banducci claimed that her equations deployedén th
first stage “explain over 40% of the variation ¥e§ spending on all of these
propositions.®® In terms of the second stage estimates, Bandoanifthat “onceYe$
spending has been purged of effects shared Withgpending, Ye$ spending does have
a significant inverse effect on the proportion ebple voting ‘no’ on ballot measures in
both states*

Consistent with past authors, Banducci found agrastric effect where, dollar
for dollar, No spending had “a much greater impact on votes” ¥esspending’
However, where past studies had found ¥esgspending was generally ineffective,
Banducci found thatesspending was indeed a significant factor in cdrndescomes,
even if relative toNo spending its effect appeared more limited. Bandsiaohovation

was the incorporation of methodological tools whadtounted for the endogeneity of

% |bid, p. 126.
3 |bid, pgs. 126-127
* Ibid, 127.
% |bid, 129.
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campaign spending and the nonlinear nature offégts upon vote share. Banducci's
work opened the door for a new line of studies Whia turn, have overturned the old
consensus on muted and asymmetric effects for agmpapenditures in shaping
initiative contest outcomes.

The most recent research on the effectivenesakgnin ballot initiative
contests challenges the conceptualization of afitidimited and asymmetrical effects
for campaign spending. Thomas Stratmann’s 2008l@aidn the effectiveness of ballot
measure campaign money begins with the authormqgdumself within the context of a
broader field of academic research on electoralpeagns. That literature, as Stratmann
characterized it, had long been plagued by grdfatulties in establishing the causal link
between the magnitude of resources spent by pdkeyanding actors and the respective
passage or defeat of their preferred policy othasase may be, candidate. Stratmann’s
2005 and 2006 research distances itself from a bbtterature he considered to have
confused “mere correlatioff’for explanation. By “disentangl[ing] the causdkefs” of
campaign spending upon passage, Stratmann reag@tednovel research design could
“find that interest group pressures can changeigalioutcomes® In short, Stratmann
identified a large problem (the endogeneity problémt had long undercut most all
explanations of initiative contest outcomes.

A causal argument necessitates a counter-fa@oatething surely cannot be said
to cause an event without an understanding of hwwéhy the outcome could have

unfolded differently. In experiments, the contrabgp provides evidence of the

¥stratmann, “The Effectiveness of Money,” p. 103.
37 H
Ibid.
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counterfactual. But all too often in political set, counterfactuals can be extremely
difficult to establish in quasi-experimental desgmmploying field data. The Stratmann
research design grapples with the counterfactlingiha though its decision to
“establish a benchmark against which to evaluageetfectiveness of campaigning.”
Stratmann seeks this “benchmark” in the form ofraicator he constructs to gauge a
given initiatives initial likelihood of passage.mMeasurement of underlying voter
sentiment is used to estimate an initiative’s atilikelihood of passage.

Stratmann argued that an explanation of moneyisalgpower required a
“technique that accounts for the fact that grougisstrategically and that interest groups
determine how much they spend based on underlyitey gentiment® In other words,
mere correlations underestimated the effectiveak¥&sspending by failing to
appreciate the tendency for contributions to béesyatically directed towards initiatives
that began the campaign with dismal public suppdeanwhile “sure thing” campaigns
recurrently begin with a high probability of passamd attract little spending. The
strategic behavior or policy-demanding individuat&l groups consistently organizes the
field data in a way that would cause distortedneates if not properly accounted for in
the estimation procedures.

Stramann’s data comes from 18 ballot measure stentieat occurred in 36
counties within the state of California between@@0d 2004. Stratmann substitutes
television advertising spending for total campasgending, and his main analytical unit
is the county. An indicator was specifically consted for each county to gauge

underlying voter sentiment regarding each initiatixdditionally, an indicator was

3 Stratmann, “The Effectiveness of Money,” p. 108.
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constructed for each of the 36 ballot measuresptuce the underlying voter sentiment
at a statewide level. Stratmann then employs fedect estimation on the data. His unit
of observation is a measure of the vote sharedohn éallot measure within a particular

county.

The findings from Stramann’s study were significand path-breaking. “These
results,” Stratmann wrote, “sharply contrast with findings of previous studied’Yes
spending was found to be at least as productiwoagpending. There were even cases
whereYesspending was found to be significantly more prdshecthanNo spending.

This suggested thatesspending had no predetermined disadvantage ieftbe to
affect voter behavior.

Breaking with the large majority of previous sesli Stratmann claimed evidence
of statistically significant effects for bottesandNo spending. Furthermore, these
effects were judged to be roughly symmetrical. t8teaan concluded that one could infer
the potential for interest groups to offset onetheds spending. An effective counter-
campaign can partially — or often completely — effithe influence of spending from
other policy demanding individuals and groups.

Like Banducci and Stratmann before them, the aaitors to tackle this topic
would craft their research techniques to accountife endogeneity of campaign
spending to ballot measure outcomes. A classiatgqak for dealing with endogeneity
problems involves the use of instrumental variablé® previous section dealt with
methodological breakthroughs in the congressicgsdarch context where instrumental

variable techniques were utilized to address enaigeproblems. In doing so, this

% Ibid, p. 114.
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research transformed the academic understanditigp @fausal properties of interest
group spending in electoral politics.

The 2011 article authored by John de Figueireth@n@ Ho Ji, and Thad Kousser
employed an instrumental variable design and folikel Stratmann, significant and
roughly symmetrical effects. Like Stramann, de Eigedo et al. prefaced their research
designs by running their data through the soriraper correlational models which
implicitly assumed the exogeneity of variables whead to make inferences about the
effectiveness of campaign spending. The authodsthat, indeed, using the old cruder
methods of the old literature, the effects of thergling within their dataset does indeed
appear to be muted and asymmetrical.

De Figueiredo et al. highlighted two recurrentgats of strategic behavior seen
in policy-demanding individuals and groups in retgato their likelihood of financing
ballot initiative contest campaigns. In the firsturrent strategic situation, “narrow
interests often spend large sums to pass measihesliw majorities.” Whereas in the
second situation, a measure with wide appeal s t@$pend less and still achieve
passage. Failing to take into account the strategiavior of policy-demanding actors
leads to one’s research becoming invalidated bgadinieof endogeneity problem depicted

in Figure 2.1.2
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FIGURE 2.1.2: Endogeneity problem plaguing estimates of the effect of spending
upon passage rates

De Figueiredo et al. argd that “the puzzling asymmetry” of past stud
disappears when “more xible econometric techniques” adleployed which account fi
“how the concentration of costs and benefits caardene financial support for a polit

proposal.*

Theirstudy analyzeall California balld measures from 19-2004. The
dataset contained 32®ntests in a. Through expanding the sample of ballot meast
used by Stratmann to include seven times as loagiofe period, de Figueiredo et
aimed to establish greaterternal validity than that previous study of the sastate. Dt
Figueiredo et al. examid overall spending as opposed to isolating televisidvertising
like Stratmann. Multiple instrumental variables ased, which vary across each of

329 observatios. Their major instruments are measures refletctiadevel of

concentration of costs and benefits to the pulklresented for a given ballot initiati

“0de Fig et al., “Financing Direct Democracy,” p.
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This typology of distributions of costs and bersefitas adapted from pe
authoré® and will becritical to the research design of thiesis’s Methodchapter.
Figures 2.1.3 and 2.1depic the relationshipvhich de Figueiredo et al. portrbetween
the conentration of costs and benefiYesandNo spending levels, and the vote shar:

ballot initiatives.

NARROW
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FIGURE 2.1.3: Recurrent strategic situation where narrow groups spend large on
initiatives with slim chances of passing

In the first strategic situation <nin Figure 2.1.3, contributions flood to t
initiative advocacy of narrc-benefittinginitiatives which begin with slim majorities
best indicating intention to voYes Failing to anticipate the codeterminatiat play here
leads to underestimating the effect of spendinge@asallyYesspending from narro\

groups.In the second strategic situation seen in Figutet2broad groups pass initiativ

*1 Anne Campbell, “The Citizen’s Initiative and Entrepeurial Politics: Direct Democracy in Colora
1966-1994" (paper presented he annual meeting of the Western Political Sciek&sociation, Tucsor
Az, March 1997); Todd DonovaShaun Bowler, David McCuan, and Ken Hernandez, t@uaing
Players and Strategies: Opposition Advantagesifiative Campaigns,” liICitizens as Legistors: Direct
Democracy in the United StatEds. Todd Donovan, Shaun Bowler, and Caroline Trali@lumbus
Ohio State University Press, (1998) pgs-104.
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with broad appeal while spending very litiConveptually, thisnust also be built int
the model or it will distort the findings to makeetresources (Yesgroups and broa

groups appear more effective than they actuallye
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FIGURE 2.1.4: Recurrent situation where broad groups spend small on initiatives
with large early majorities for passage

Following thislogic, de Figueiredo et al. conded a twostage model in simile
fashion to Banducci. Their model predicts spendivgls in the first stage based on
scope and magnitude of the costs and benefitsiagswevith each initiative. The
research design yielded findings that cut agahe previous consenstlsat initiative
contest spending was muted and asymmetric infestéfenes:t

Like the previous authors who designed againsettitmgeneity problem, ¢
Figueiredo et al. found significant and symmetrigiéécts for botlYesandNo spending.
They constructed “final model... [which predicts that] spending atddional $100,00(

in support of an initiative increases its chandgsassing by a predicted 1.43 perce
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which is almost as large as the 1.90 percent deen@ahe initial likelihood of passage
that would result from an additional $100,0000 ppesition spending™

This author is a little critical of the conclussthat de Figueiredo et al. draw from
their calculations. Though these sorts of numbaigate that spending could have
meaningful effects in extremely tight races, ibadsiggests that money is only
meaningful on the margins and that a broader sett@imstances is actually responsible
for determining whether the contest is anywhere tlealevel of tightness where
measure committees can realistically spend theyrtavaictory.

As this literature review has so far demonstraBahducci, Stratmann, and de
Figueiredo et al. broke with the past and emplsathisticated nonexperimental
research designs to counter the endogeneity prableynrecognized in the literature.
Interestingly, all who have made explicit efforvsaccount for the endogeneity problem
in recent years have found significant and symrmateffects for ballot initiative contest
spending. Recently, Todd Rogers and Joel Middlst@0712 study tackled the
endogeneity dilemma through an experimental rebe#sign. A precinct-randomized
field experiment was conducted on the influenca béllot measure committee (initiative
contest-oriented PACs) upon initiative outcomes.

Rogers and Middleton’s novel and genuinely expental approach involved
collaboration with a PAC (Defend Oregon) that sduglsway the outcome of twelve
ballot initiative contests in the 2008 general etecin Oregon. The PAC sent between

one and two informative ballot guides to most hbods in the state. The experiment

2 de Figueiredo et al, “Financing Direct Democraqgs. 3-4.
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involved randomly assigning 200 out of the 700 prets to a control group who did not
receive the intervention in the form of Defend Qre'g informative literature.

Vote margin was Rogers and Middleton’s main depahdariable. They used
regression to estimate the average change in jgtdewel vote attributable to the
treatment. They estimated the models using ordileast squares regressidrhe
authors found that the treatment had sizable effedhe intended direction on the vote
margin for 10 of the 12 ballot initiatives. “Effecon vote margin ranged from 2.5
percentage points to 6 percentage points. Integdgtithe only 2 (of 12) contests where
the treatment was judged to be not statisticaligative were also the only two ballot
initiatives judged to be essentially uncontestettims of campaign activity.

The results of Rogers and Middleton’s 2012 expenhadded to a growing body
of evidence suggesting a more significant and sytmecaé causal role for campaign
spending in ballot initiative contest outcomes thas previously understood to be the
case. However, one needs to be cautious in makenmtuctive jump from the observed
effectiveness of Defend Oregon’s informative paraptd the general effectiveness of
campaign spending. The context-dependent natwtataflimits the sorts of conclusions

one can soundly draw from it.

Voter decision-making:
On a microfoundational level, the debates betvaatiolars on the proper

methods for measuring the effectiveness of batlitiaitive contest spending are

*3Todd T. Rogers and Joel A. Middleton, “Are Balloitiatives Influenced by the Campaigns of
Independent Groups? A Precinct-Randomized FieldeExpent,” HKS Faculty Research Working Paper
Series, RWP12-049, (November 2012) p. 12.
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conducted in the shadow of another question: hgalda are voters in making choices
that are consistent with their interests and valuidse voter competence literature
pertains to that social process-arrow in the camngaihanistic explanatory model (see
Figures 1.1 and 1.2). How do goal-directed voteakarchoices in ballot initiative
contests in an environment with multiple compesngrces of information and rhetoric?
In their 1998 boolbemanding Choicesshaun Bowler and Todd Donovan
examine whether and how voters are capable of peirig the demanding task of
accurately expressing their interests and valuesigh voting in ballot initiative

contest$?

In line with the conventional wisdom, they fourmkading against a
proposition was associated with greater negativg8’ and there was no evidence of a
significant relationship between affirmative canggaexpenditure and voting in favor of
initiatives*® However, Donovan and Bowler’s innovation was tetgee towards a more
sophisticated model of the micro-mechanisms commgcampaign expenditures to a
voter’s initiative contest decision-making. Thelaurs explored the ways in which
spending affects opinions in less direct ways thanude “buying votes” model suggests.
Donovan and Bowler proposed that heavy spendiogskes more media and
interpersonal discussion on particular initiativesus, increasing the chance that voters

will be able to evaluate the proposal within onehef standing conceptual frameworks

they already possedsastead of converting opinions, highly contestechpaigns are said

*4 Donovan and Bowlef)emanding Choices
* |bid, p. 53.
% Ibid, p. 148.
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to enhance the voter’s ability to answer questsuth as “who’s behind it?” and “what’s
in it for me?*’

High spending on any side increases the avaitglofifree cues, independent of
the paid campaigns, which prevent heavy one-sigdedding from ensuring passage.
High overall spending fosters public awarenessluétiver a small number of clearly
identifiable groups or firms are involved in a caigm® In this way, the Donovan and
Bowler build upon John Zaller’s insight that théeets of values on political attitudes are
not automatic, but rely on elite cues for motivaf{d

The indirect effects of campaign spending that®@@m and Bowler postulate in
Demanding Choicesnay stem from the fact that overall spendingelioverall
awareness. Larger-scale spending may occasiorally paradoxical effect of provoking
a backlash, raising opposition to a given propaositin their own way, Donovan and
Bowler affirm the asymmetrical effects frameworatsg that well-funded groups are
able to influence outcomes, but their influenceesgpp to be much more capable of
generating defensivido votes than affirmativ&¥ esvotes. An effectivéNo campaign can
generate enough doubt and information overloadvbiatrs are driven to pick the safety
of the status quo as a default.

However, suggesting the larger ineffectivenessaofipaign money to buy
initiative outcomes, Donovan and Bowler explain hepending by either side will

generate discussion that cements opinion into foledvages, generating more public

" Ibid, p. 149.
8 bid., 152.
9 John ZallerThe Nature and Origins of Mass Opinid®ambridge: Cambridge University Press, (1992)
p.57.
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cues that allow voters to evaluate proposals thrdhg frame of enduring ideologic
and party affiliated criterion. Donovan and Bowpant a picture of a ris-averse voter
who is empowered, but also sometimes overwhelmethéinformation generated |
campaigns spendintnfluentially, Donovan and Bowler captured how iitve

entrepreneurs are involved in exploiting, not tfamaing, the political realities of th

moment.
INCREASED PUBLIC CUES
HIGH TOTAL AVAILABLE ENABLE VOTERS TO LOWER
SPENDING EVALUATE INITIATIVES THROUGH LIKELIHOOD
ENDURING IDEOLOGICAL AND OF PASSAGE
PARTISAN CRITERIA

FIGURE 2.1.5: Bowler and Donovan’s explanation of asymmetric effects, risk-
averse voters, and status quo bias in the initiative process
Conclusions:

Looking back on the most recent study in this Literaturei®e, the Rogers an
Middleton (2012) experiment finally promised to cx@me some of the inhere
limitations of the quasexperimental designs to which past studies had akeost
completely limited. hiough somewhat illuminating, there still remain ruous critica
limitations on the potential to generalize from thsults of Rogers and Middletor
experiment to a general confirmation of the effeatiess oYesspending in persuadir

voters to appra¥ passage. In a s-published 2008 piecen “Causing public opinionby
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Daniel Little, the author presents a critique diyapothetical study, a study which is
similar in some ways to that of Roger and Middleémd many other¥.

Little begins with the underlying assumption thiaters have a “prior set of
attitudes towards an issue — perhaps includingge laumber of ‘don’t know/don’t care’
people.” This underlying voter sentiment could ceimably be measured with a
significant level of validity and a sufficientlyadile degree of reliability. Next,
conceptually)yesandNo campaigns are mounted to lobby the public pro amd Then,
on Election Day, voters indicate their approvapinportions that are often markedly
different from the approval distribution indicatled the initial measurement of
underlying voter sentiment.

Little’s piece notes how, upon initial inspectidhe situation appears to be
“potentially a very simple area for causal reasgriivia Little, the situation’s initial
explanatory potential comes from several elemdrtthe highly and consistently
observable outcome variables, 2) the presenceaeafientions that are usually observable
as well, both in terms of timing and magnitude. Btorer, 3) if a researcher has a
sufficiently large number of measurements from Wwhi draw inferences, they will
establish support for an assumption that an obdaregelation probably was not caused
by random variation in the variables.

After laying out the strengths of his hypotheticadiative contest outcome
research design, Little argued that results froooutld not credibly establish that a group

causeda change in the outcome a contest. Little iderstifiit of the elements for reaching

% Daniel Little, “Causing public opinion,” Understing Society, accessed online on Septemb8r 2613
(Published Nov. 7, 2008).
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a solid piece of “singular causal reasoning” alfoane population, one issue, and a
specific set of interventions.” However, the sitaatlacks that “which would be needed
in order to arrive at a conclusion of generic scophe external validity becomes
increasingly tenuous as the purpose of the resesilgn moves from explaining the
effects of money in specific situations towardseesh designs intended to support more
general claims about the universal causal progeotfieampaign spending.

To overcomes these kind of external validity peoh$ without compromising the
scope of one’s explanatory goals, Little prescriébessearch plan re-design which
incorporates a more extended set of cases in vehgrkater variety of strategies are
likely to be seen coming into play. However, evdrewthe sample is large and diverse
in one of Little’s hypothetical experiments, hewsg a researcher should reconsider the
validity of using “this body of data... [to] arrivé astimates of the relative efficacy of
[different] treatments.” A trade-off is made as Hample expands and discrete situations
are collapsed into a single artificially homogengoategory.

In this brief and incisive piece of online philp$y of social science analysis, the
bottom-line question is whether the resources éaiperform a study of initiative contest
outcome causality that can “provide guidance fbeotampaigns over other issues in
other places.” Little casts doubt on the possipiit providing such context-independent,
transportable guidance. He points to stubborn egdtay limits which plague attempts at
vigorously establishing broad evidence of the bpsiperties of “causing public

opinion.”
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Little’s critique explains why this Literature Rew reaches the conclusion that,
when research looks solely to quantify the sigaifice of campaign spending as an
explanation of initiative contest outcomes, it igg®the immutable heterogeneity of
modes and forms of campaign expenditures (intetmesit. What is more, it ignores the
contingencies which enable and contain the effglctsoney. A very large and diverse
sample is needed to reach broadly generalizahileasts of the effect of campaign
spending. However, gains made in parsimony comd-iahand with a degree of
blindness to the important contingencies and hg&reity that structure the data.

Upon reviewing the Approach #1 literature, thighau finds the explanations of
money, even when seemingly sound from an econarrrspective, offer an insular
and impoverished explanation of the deeper causasntest outcomes. Those studies
that do manage to capture the econometrics profieslygh, like de Figueiredo et al.’s
2011 study, do so by grounding their data in cdatbailt from instrumental variables
which speak to a deeper layer of causal narratvesie of these instrumental variable
sets come from the cost-benefit distribution otipatar initiatives, which will be the
topic of this next section on Approach #2.

In the next section on Approach #2, this LiteratReview will examine a group
of scholars who look explicitly at the connectictween the internal characteristics of a
group and the strategies that groups leveragectoraéheir desired initiative contest

outcomes.

Explanatory Approach #2: Cost-benefit distribution
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In the previous section, a group of scholars vieatured who transformed the
literature on the effectiveness of money by confranthe endogeneity of campaign
spending to ballot initiative contest outcomes.yftiel so by tracing the causal influence
of money backwards, deeper into the causal relstiprio ask the question, “Why do
some ballot initiative campaigns have more money ththers in the first place?” The
first stage of de Figueiredo et al.’s 2011 reseanodel is based on the cost-benefit
distribution at stake in a given initiative conteBhose authors were building upon the
insights of the researchers examined in this sectidhe Literature Review.

Do policy-demanding individuals and groups finditzal leverage in the cost-
benefit distribution at stake in a given initiativentest? Does the initiative process the
present a tool for narrow economic interests to/*tpreferred policy? Or is it the other
way around: Do broad-based citizen groups levettagballot initiative process to
overcome collective action problems and securepalemands with broad appeal? This
Approach #2 section will cover a body of the litera that explains ballot initiative
successes through the internal characteristicslafypdemanding groups and the relative
concentration or diffusion of the costs and bereditstake.

The Approach #2 section of the literature reviegihs with some background on
collective action problems and the concepts ofdtfeand narrowness of costs and
benefits associated with particular initiativeseTitiea is that different political dynamics
characterize the conflicts between affirmative apgdositional initiative advocates.
These political dynamics are based on the relatwveentration or diffusion, as well as

the magnitude of cost and benefit at stake in &esbn
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These costs and benefits are supposedly embatdtbd substance of policies
under this approach. Studies will be examined¢h#tgorize initiative contests within a
4-type system based on the four “political situasibassociated with cost-benefit
distribution among’esandNo demanding actors. The Approach #2 literature wevieen
examines work on the differences in the operatamtseffectiveness of different types of
policy-demanding individuals and groups. Elizab@&tdrber’s research will be examined,
which classifies citizen interest groups and ecanomerest groups within the initiative
arena. Also examined will be the work of those aesleers who built upon her insights.
Emphasis is put on Gerber’s assertion that thatvie process is a site where broad
“citizens group” can leverage a comparative advgataey possess in terms of their
personnel power. Broad interests do indeed appeaietld some sort of competitive
advantage in the ballot initiative arena. The exaethanism behind this remains an open

guestion.

Collective action problems

The American tradition of political thought is geinfluenced by the arguments
of James Madison. Madison highlighted a fundameprtaiblem facing all democracies;
designing governments in such a manner as to prduidstability, energy, and liberty.
For Madison, the greatest threat to a democracydeom the destabilizing potential of
mass participation in government. Madison advochtied system of government that
maintained a balance between the energetic dynabrigught about by mass

participation and the stability provided througlecks, balances, and a representative
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form of government. As Elizabeth Gerber put it] ‘@ross America and at all levels of
government, the institutionalization of Madisonideals limited the power of the
majority.”*

Mancur Olson’s pivotal 1965 bookhe Logic of Collective Actigiblazed the
path for what is now arguably an entire paradigmaditical science that draws on a
distinctly economistic mode of explanation. Olson@rk was based on a theory of
concentrated benefits versus diffuse costs. Groua€)lson, are defined by the interests
which animate them. The characteristics of a gr@@apimating interest define a group’s
internal characteristics. In turn, the internalrelegeristics of a group determine the
strategies and resources available to it.

Via Olson’s account, groups acting to protectudi#f interests are systemically
plagued by collective action problems caused byrtbentive to free ride. In contrast,
groups seeking narrowly concentrated benefitsfimid that their situation is much more
conducive to coordinating collective action to @@ their goals. Olson’s main theme is
the difficulty that groups have cooperating withoagercion to control them. The larger
the group, the less excludible the stakes involtlesl)ess probability that group members
can be motivated to take action.

Olson’s argument carries major implications fa tbgic underlying Madisonian
political institutions. Via Madison, in a democratliye most significant concern is that a
majority will tyrannize and exploit the minority.i& Olson, the critical concern becomes
that a well-organized minority will find itself abko enact policies which cut against the

interests of broad majorities. Olson’s logic suggdsat narrow, well-organized

°1 Elizabeth GerbeiThe Populist Paradox. 3.
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majorities will secure the enactment of policiegtttieliver narrow benefits and impose
broad costs. Perhaps, in light of Olson’s findingstitutions would be better organized
to guard against the potential for narrow factitmexploit the distortions of
representative government in order to “tyrannizes’ imnajority. The ballot initiative is the
sort of non-Madisonian institution that might métg the undesirable distortions caused
by the perverse logic of collective action.

In a 1972 journal article, Theodore Lowi drew atien to the relationship
between the substance of policies and the sogsldical mobilization that occurred to
support or oppose thethLowi created a three-category scheme for classifyiolicies
according to the cost-benefit distribution that Vdooiccur as a result of their enactment.
Via Lowi, “Policies determine politics>® James Q. Wilson’s 1980 bodkhe Politics of
Regulation would build on this important theoretical insighwVilson’s cost-benefit
distribution typology describes “four political gétions” that result from four different

types of policies. Wilson’s typology is displayeeldw in Figure 2.2.1

2 Theodore J. Lowi, “Four Systems of Policy, Potifiand Choice,Public Administration Reviewol.
32, No. 4, (1972) pgs. 298-310.
%3 |bid, p. 299.
** James Q. Wilsorhe Politics of Regulatiqri 980
42



COST DISTRIBUTION

\ NARROW BROAD
4
S |z|
= 2| interest-group client politics
D g politics
5 z
H
2
=
[
H
T 1| . o
E -« entrepreneurial majoritarian
Z g politics politics
=8| el
@]

FIGURE 2.2.1: Wilson’s typology of policies and political situations

Writing in 1980, Wilson sought to explain the pags of “new or social
regulations” of the 1960s and 1970s in the realmnyironmental-protection laws and
auto-safety rules. Olson’s logic of group actiod kBaggested the apparent improbability
of such regulatory action, taken where the benefitction were broadly diffused and
the costs were narrowly concentrated.

Wilson applied his typology in the context of baweratic politics. He traced the
political motives that shaped the demand for bissmegulation as well as the conditions
of business capture. But, decades later, Wilsafismatic would be transported to the
study of state ballot initiative politics. In anpublished paper presented at a political

science conference in 1997, Anne Campbell firsbaiced the Wilson typology into the
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context of ballot initiative contests As Campbell revealed, ballot initiative politicea
distinctly fertile soil for Wilsonian analysis becse the contests are each attachable to
the acceptance or rejection of a defined policyoopt

Campbell’s data set included the 57 statewideines voted on by Coloradans
between 1966 and 1994, as classified using Wilswvosby-two policy matrix.
Campbell assigned the initiatives to the categdyassed on her “assessment of the most
likely and immediate consequences of the passage wiitiative, in terms of whether the
general public or specific interests would beargbenomic, political, and/or social costs
and benefits®® The assessment was informed by the author’s reofehe initiatives
themselves, as well as newspaper articles andriedtcand the arguments set forth in
the nonpartisan informative literature preparedigyColorado Legislative Council.

Campbell began her research with several spdurfiotheses. These hypotheses
were informed by her broader “proposal that theative process is not conducive to...
[abuse] by wealthy individuals and special intesestand that it should therefore serve
primarily as a means of serving the public interagter than private interest¥. Her
first hypothesis was that there would be signifttamore entrepreneurial and
majoritarian initiatives (broa¥esside) combined than there were client and interest
group initiatives (narrow'esside). This hypothesis was confirmed by her figdin

wherein two-thirds of the 57 initiatives aimed twaet policies which sought general

5 Anne Campbell, “The Citizen’s Initiative and Erreneurial Politics: Direct Democracy in Colorado,
1966-1994,” (paper presented at the annual meefitige Western Political Science Association, Tugso
Az, March 1997).
*% |bid, p.8.
" Ibid, p.10.

44



public benefits® Campbell also found the highest voting rates wittient and
majoritarian contests, suggesting to her that ‘rgoé@e more interested and
knowledgeable about the issues for which they e to bear theosts”>®

Campbell’s final hypothesis regarded the pattérsuccess rates for the different
types of initiatives. True to her hypothesis, Cagiptound the highest success rate for
majoritarian initiatives, followed by entreprenedrinitiatives in second place.
“Basically,” Campbell wrote, “one half of entrepeamial and majoritarian initiatives
passed, compared to 37% of all initiative3Client politics initiative contests were
found to be the least likely to pass. Only 8 per¢&rout of 12) of the clientelistic
initiatives passed within Campbell’s thirty yearl@ado sample.

Campbell’s application of the Wilson typology wdule repeated in a 1998 book
chapter by Todd Donvan, Shaun Bowler, David McCuaat, Ken Fernandez. Like
Campbell, these authors found reason to doubt eaptms of ballot initiative passage
that looked to the financial resources of wealtigrrow interests. “Despite the escalating
costs of direct democracy” campaigns, Donovan.ailaerved “that organized groups
with modest resources — groups who represent flardgd, diffuse constituencies — d
continue to place measures on the ballot that de.paA respectable proportion of these

measures pass in spite of the fact that they #meaell-organized, wealthy interests who

wage expensive opposition campaigfisDonovan et al. examined the factors that allow

%8 |bid, p.25.

*9|bid, p.13.

® |bid, p.18.

. Donovan et al.,“Contending Players and Stratejies.
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these “fairly broad, diffuse constituencies” witlodest financial resources to
successfully challenge wealthy, well-organizednedés in the initiative arena.

Following Campbell’s approach, Donovan et al. sifeed initiatives into the four
categories from Wilson’s typology. Donovan et abked at 53 ballot initiatives that
appeared on California General Election ballotsveenh 1986 and 1996. Echoing
Campbell’s results, Donovan et al. found that ¢késtic-type initiatives were the least
likely to pass. Speaking to the asymmetry litemttine authors wrote that “money spent
by proponents in this arena is largely wast&dOnly 14 percent of clientelistic initiatives
passed and the average vote for these initiatiessaxmere 28 percent in favdinterest
group politics contests were also found to be verikely to end in passage. Just like
clientelistic-type initiatives, only 14 percentinterest group initiatives passed, in
contrast to a 41.5 percent overall passage rate.Campbell’s, Donovan et al.’s
findings suggest that the ballot initiative procdsplays a recurrent pattern wherein
broad, diffuse interests tend to hold an advantage narrow, excludible interests.

Campbell found in her 1997 study that two-thirfdl$he initiatives in her sample
involved broadly diffused benefits fdfessides (entrepreneurial and majoritarian
initiatives) ®* Donovan et al. similarly found that almost threerths of the initiatives in
their sample would benefit broadly-based consisésn¢iowever, whereas Campbell
placed the majority (54 percent) of her initiatiweshe entrepreneurial category,

Donovan et al. placed the plurality (47 percentihedr initiatives in the majoritarian

%2 |bid, p. 92.

% |bid, p. 92-93.

8 Campbell, “The Citizens Initiative and EntrepreriauPolitics,” p. 12.
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categony In contrast to all other types of initiatives fretDonovan et al. study, a clear
majority (58 percent) of majoritarian contests ehglepassage.

In a 2005 book chapter titled “Can’t Buy Me Lov®avid McCuan would
expand upon his use of the Wilson typology in tB87Lpiece with Donovan, Bowler,
and Fernandez. McCuan'’s focus this time aroundamabe professionalization of a
ballot initiative system that was originally “desifl as a process for amateurs to work
around powerful, entrenched interestsNcCuan categorized ballot initiatives using the
Wilson typology and a data set made up of all %2emns’ initiatives that appeared on the
California ballot from 1984 through 1998. The typg} was supplemented by an
analysis of how campaigns actually spend campaidjard, listed in categories including
media and print advertising, professional consglérpenditures, cash transfers to other
campaigns, and other categories.

Like Campbell and Donovan et al., McCuan’s 20@lgtfound over two-thirds
of all initiative contests featured brod@ssides. In keeping with his earlier work with
Donovan et al., McCuan found a plurality of all tests (47 percent) to fit into the
majoritarian category. In sharp contrast to all other contest, 60 peroéntajoritarian
contests ended in passage. This made majoritamigatives 3 times more likely to

succeed than the next most successful type (eetreprial).

% Donovan et al., “Contending Players and Stratelgje<0.
% David McCuan, “Can’t Buy Me Love: Interest Groufa®is and the Role of Political Professionals in
Direct Democracy,” Innitiative-Centered Politics: The New Politics ofr&ct Democracy,”’Eds. David
McCuan and Steve Stambough, Durham: Carolina Acadeness, (2005) p. 52.
%7 Ibid, 2005 p. 68
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This literature review has devoted so much atantid the findings of initiative
scholars who used the Wilson typology becausepars of the research design included

under Methods (Chapter 3).

Citizen groups, economic groups, and initiative patics

In her 1999 book on direct legislation, ElisabRthGerber argued that it was “a
mistake to equate money with influence in the cand®’ ballot initiative contests. “Big
spending,” Gerber wrote, “does not imply big infige.”® Gerber presented evidence
that different types of policy-demanders soughfiedént types of influence in the direct
legislation process. Her work acknowledges the iplidity of interest groups and
considers the differences between several diffasgres of groups (economic vs. citizen,
wealthy vs. less wealthy, narrow vs. broad-badeal) Gerber, “the very existence of
such diverse groups is a function of their intectaracteristics and their ability to
overcome inherent hurdle&”She traces how a group’s internal characterigiétsrmine
the strategies it chooses.

Gerber's work is based on a conceptual premidectivesiders interest groups in
the ballot initiative process as “analogous to ipioiaximizing firms as they are
characterized in microeconomics... [because] likegiran interest group’s resources
determine which political strategies it can afftwgoursue and whether the interest group

achieves its goal§® Gerber’s profit-maximizing firm analogy is usehgcause it

% Gerber;The Populist Paradgxp. 6.
% Ibid, p. 13.
0 Ibid, p.7.
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emphasizes the constrained maximization problemnctiv#ronts both firms and interest
groups.

Gerber borrows the concept of comparative advaniagn the economic
literature. Just as firms attempt to maximize psdbly choosing between alternative
modes of production (i.e., capital intensive olaimtensive), “interest groups have
comparative advantages in mobilizing the diffemesburces required by direct
legislation strategies’® An interest group’s ability to mobilize monetanydapersonnel
resources is determined by its membership compasiti

Membership composition determines the naturegybap’s collective action
problem’? “Groups whose members are primarily firms and oizgtional
representatives can more easily mobilize mone&sgurces, whereas groups whose
members are primarily autonomous individuals caneneasily mobilize personnel
resources.”® Gerber argued that the ballot initiative processents a competitive
advantage for those groups who hold an advantag®inlizing personnel resources.

In terms of data, Gerber relied on two main sosiré@st, she collected and
synthesized campaign finance reports from foued#t states (California, Idaho,
Nebraska, and Oregon) over a four year period (1%8R2). Secondly, she drew upon the
results of a survey she conducted in the spriftPO6. The survey was mailed to 600
interest groups that were active in initiative @st$ and candidate races between 1988

and 1992 in the same four states from which thepaagn finance data was drawn. Half

of the surveys were sent to groups who soughtfeztathe outcome of ballot initiative

" bid, p.8.
2 |bid, p. 65.
3 |bid.
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contests. The other half of the surveys were segtdups who contributed to statewide
candidate races but stayed financially removed firatiative politics. 156 surveys were
returned to Gerber completed, making for a respoatgeof about 26%.

Central to Gerber’s analysis is a distinction esw “citizen interests” and
“economic interests™ Citizen interests are represented by the activiifecitizens
groups, occupational groups, and individuals, wageconomic interests are represented
by the activities of economic interest groups, gssfonal groups, and businesses. In this
context of Approach #2, “citizen interests” repraderoad-based interests and diffuse
benefits. “Economic interests” represent narrownests and private, concentrated
benefits.

From her analysis of the survey responses, Géobed that citizen interests
were significantly more likely to financéescampaigns and report assigning a greater
level of importance to passing new laws by initiafi* Economic interests, on the other
hand, were found to be much more likely to eith@dy @ngage in the initiative process
defensively (financingdNo campaigns) or to use the initiative process in yiticd indirect
influence, meaning their goal was not to achieve&sgage through the initiative process
directly but rather to signal and pressure theslagire.

From the campaign finance data, Gerber finds emedo support her hypothesis
and corroborate her analysis of the survey respoNgghin the time period and states
examined, Gerber found economic interests diregtedverwhelming share of their

contributions (74 percent) tdo campaigns rather than to supportigscampaigns (26

" Ibid, p.83.
> Ibid, p. 83.
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percent). Conversely, Gerber found that citizentrnests directed an equally greater
share of their contributions (72 percent) to suppgryescampaigns rather than
opposing initiatives. Overall, Gerber explains baihitiative success as the result of
broad-based citizen groups leveraging their persiogmower to pass ballot initiatives.
Diffuse interests use the initiative process t@lwlercome collective action problems.

The results Gerber camertaust be discounted to the degree across-group
differences in survey response patterns limit thastical significance she measures.
Additionally, testing her theories about persorathlantages versus financial advantages
becomes a bit of a moving target when we conslieetolving nature of
communication technologies and regulations surrmgnthe process. Technological
changes are capable of transforming the relatiy@nance of personnel advantages in
ballot initiative contests.

Gerber’s work built on a congressional literattivat had long interrogated the
composition of contributions to candidate campai§kkat factors caused the
contribution levels that made massive spending®fimossible? If the literature
suggested money could not buy influence then why seamuch money spent? Or,
alternatively, if the literature reflected that negrcould significantly impact outcomes,
then why was so little money spent in politics?

A 2002 article by Stephen Ansolabehere, John dedtiedo, and James Snyder,
the authors considered why, in light of the enorsnealue of public policies at stake,
was there so little money in U.S. politics. Thehaus “argue that campaign contributions

are not a form of policy-buying, but rather a foofipolitical participation and
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consumption.” The authors use descriptive statistics and anazuetric analysis to
provide evidence that campaign spending is a “nbgmad dependent upon income.”

First the authors demonstrate that almost all @gmpmoney comes in the form
of ‘hard’ contributions that must abide by limittis’’ Then analysis was performed on
the 1999-2000 election cycle. Of the $3 billiorsead by candidates and party
committees, “individuals contributed nearly $2.4id, the public treasury paid
$235million, and about $380 million came directlgrh the treasuries of corporations,
unions, and other associatiorf8 The authors concluded that, for candidate races,
“individuals are by far the largest and most impottsource of campaign fundS.”

Ansolabehere et al. theorized that campaign dmutidns mainly represent
consumption and participation. They test their themainst the rent-seeking models
which predict that total government spending shexjplain total campaign spending.
The results indicated that income was a betterigi@dof contributing than growth of
government, supporting their consumption modelhaeadkening the rent-seeking
models.

Gerber’s (1999) findings about the relatively gee@ffectiveness of spending by
citizen groups would receive a fuller empirical dhdoretical foundation in the form of a
2004 study of candidate elections by Stephen C8&eate’s model implied that voter’s
evaluations of candidates are influenced by thecgsuof candidates’ campaign funds.

Coate provided evidences that voters elect the-yighity candidate substantially less

S Ansolabehere et al., “Why is There so Little Momey).S. Politics?” p. 2.
7 i

Ibid, p. 10.
"% Ibid.
bid, p. 12.
8 Stephen Coate, “Pareto Improving Campaign Fin&udiey,” American Economic RevieWpl. 94, No.
3, (2004) pgs. 628-655.
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often when his or her campaign is financed by speaierests. This type of voter
evaluation of contributor-types might provide a mamasm through which to explain the
relative ineffectiveness of economic interest greppnding observed by Gerber.

The question remains open as to whether the diffesources of campaign
finance have distinct impacts on voter behavianitiative contests. In a 2005 study,
Richard Braunstein collected spending data fron7&lballot initiative contests during
the the 1998 — 1992 elections in California ando@alo® Braunstein coded each of the
contributors as either individuals or organizatioRise author then uses descriptive
statistics to show how donor types were distribaterbss the initiative contests in the
sample.

To begin, Braunstein found that in 22 percentasfes, initiative issues received
financial support from individuals greater tharequal to the amount received from
organizations. Conversely, this means that in arnelkrelming majority of cases (78%),
initiatives received the bulk of their financing@in organizational sources and not
individual donors. Braunstein’s findings contraseath contemporary studies of
congressional politics which showed a majorityla money in candidate races came
from individuals®* Why would organizations constitute more of thettibation of
initiative campaigns when individuals compose thaanty of contributions to candidate

campaigns? What are the normative implicationsisfpattern?

8. Richard Braunstein,. “The Impact of Campaign Foean Ballot Issue Outcomes,” linitiative-
Centered Politics: The New Politics of Direct Demamy,” eds. David McCuan and Steve Stambough,
(Durham: Carolina Academic Press, 2005) p. 81.
82 Ansolabehere et al., “Why is There so Little Morey.S. Politics?”
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Braunstein’s research found that organizationat@es of funding composed a
majority of contributions to botifescommittees (58%) ando committees (78%}°
However, individuals made up over twice the peragatof contributions t¥es
committees (31%) in comparisoniim committees (15%* This finding reinforces
Gerber’s conclusion that broad citizen interes¢ésmaore likely to propose and support
initiatives, whereas narrow economic interestsnaoee likely to mounNo campaign$?

A third analysis in the Braunstein study examipassage raté8.The results here
were striking. 69.2 percent of individual contrilmuts went into initiative contests that
ended in passage. Conversely, 62.3% of organizdtaomtributions went into contests
which ended in failure. This analysis aggregdtesandNo spending into total spending
figures. Braunstein’s findings suggests, like thdier work on majoritarian initiative
politics®’ that the initiative process is the site of reguiatories for diffuse coalitions of
individuals pursuing broad interests.

John G. Matsusaka’s 2004 bde&r the Many or the Fewvestigated whether
the initiative process “makes policy more respoasosthe will of the majority or
increases the influence of narrow special inter&8tslatsusaka’s empirical strategy
involved comparing the fiscal policies of statesmand without the initiative process.

“The idea,” Matsusaka wrote, “is that however thidiative works, directly or indirectly,

:i Braunstein, “The Impact of Campaign Finance oridd#sue Outcomes,” p.84.
Ibid.
8 Gerber, The Populist Paradg%pgs. 4-7.
8 Braunstein, p. 85.
87 Campbell, "The Citizen’s Initiative and Entreprarial Politics”; Donovan et al., “Contending Plager
and Strategies”; McCuan, “Can’t Buy Me Love.”
8 Mastsusaka, John Gor the Many or the Few? The Initiative Public Rglj and American Democragcy
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2004) p.12.
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the effect (if any) will show up in the final poiés.”®

Since taxing and spending policies
are influenced by many factors entirely indepenaénibe initiative process, regression
analysis was employed to isolate the effect ofiniteative. The final part of Matsusaka’s
analysis involved comparing the policy changes whthexpressed opinion of the
electorate to determine if a majority of peopleath state liked or disliked the change.

Matsusaka focuses on the time period between 48@@000 because this was a
period in which the initiative was heavily used.cAoding to Matsusaka, “three
systematic effects” of the initiative process enedrgm the dat&’ First, the initiative
process reduced overall spending by state and ¢msarnments. Secondly, the initiative
process shifted spending towards local governmamdsaway from state governments.
And finally, the initiative process changed the mamin which funds got raised: “broad-
based taxes were cut and replaced with user fekstamges for services”

Next, Matsusaka examines whether a majority aeamis supported or opposed
the policy changes induced by the initiatives (i@ver overall spending,
decentralization, and replacing taxes with chargdafsusaka studied numerous opinion
polls over the thirty-year time span in questiod &vund the evidence to be “remarkably
consistent: a majority of peopseipporteceach of the three policy changes associated

with the initiative.®?

Matsusaka suggests that “the most natural intexfpoe of the
evidence is that the initiative allows the majotydefend itself against powerful groups

that receive favorable treatment in the legislature

8 |bid, p. 13.
% |bid.
1 |bid.
%2 |bid.
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For Matsusaka, ballot initiatives serve the politgrests of the broadly diffused
“many” and not the narrowly concentrated “few.”His model, the initiative process
enables majorities to make policy without the pasian or cooperation of key actors
who control representative institutions of policykimag. None of this is to suggest that
the initiative is a policymaking institution that inherently predisposed to lowering and
decentralizing spending. As evidence of this, Msd&a performs another regression
analysis on the early @entury and finds that, at that earlier time, gthesence of the
initiative process was associated with high, céizrd spending and taxation. The
initiative leads to the enactment of policies thia closer to the preferences of the
median voter, regardless of the ideological sulzstan said policy.

This paper’s review of Approach #2 demonstratedtvpiast studies have found
about the role that collective action problems pfagtructuring ballot initiative politics.
This section began by examining the dynamics aliddal and group behavior taken up
in Mancur Olson’s work. Via Olson, groups exisstrve shared interests. Groups
formed around narrowly concentrated and exclusiterests will find a high capacity for
coordination and cooperation. Accordingly, groufpe$ to secure broadly enjoyed,
nonexcludible collective goods will be plagued lojlective action problems.

For over 20 years, a consensus has been accumguladit the ballot initiative
process is characterized by a competitive advaritageoad interests. Authors have
repeatedly identified high occurrences and higls@ges rates for initiative contests where
both broad costs and broad benefits are at stakaj¢titarian Politics™-type situations).

Political science needs to go further in unpackirgimplications of these findings.
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What is the exact mechanism behind a competitivatage for broad, “citizens
groups?” Gerber identifies it as a simple mattes personnel advantage for broad
citizens groups, alongside a financial advantageyed by narrow business groups. Put
simply: manpower held more purchase in the int&process and financial power was a
greater asset when trying to push policy changeutiir a legislature. How does one
know it is manpower that is making campaigns swusfaéand not the broad benefits of
the proposed policy that inspired the manpoweregirbwith? Additionally, changes in
technology and the campaigning landscape couldheging the relative power of a
personnel advantage, as new technology and comatiomdreakthroughs transform the

relevance of personnel power in a ballot initiatbemtest from start to finish.

Approach #3: Institutionally-embedded explanations

The Approach #3 section of the Literature Reviegibs with a discussion of
what constitutes an institutionally-embedded exalimm of an initiative contest outcome.
The section then provides background on the thieatdbundations of the initiative
process as a policymaking institution. Studies lélexamined which place initiatives
into the context of the system of partisan attacgitswithin the electorate which reliably
structures voting decisions in candidate racess $éction ends with a discussion of the
importance of nonpassage goals to initiative acdarkthe limitation of passage models

that exclude them.
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Institutionally-embedded explanations

So far, this literature review has examined thegaf academic research on
explaining the role of money in initiative contesttcomes, as well as another camp
which explains outcomes in terms of the costs arekfits that an initiative offers. The
Literature Review now concludes with a final, atids author argues, a critical layer of
what a satisfying passage explanation must comgproach #3 incorporates what the
author calls “institutionally-embedded explanatidns

An institutionally-embedded explanation is anysaargument that grounds its
microexplanations (of individual behavior) or iteonoexplanations (of larger aggregated
social phenomenon) in mesoexplanations which dgaow ihe roles, routines, norms,
and identities of [‘institutions’] to build causatiguments?

MicrofoundationaP* microexplanations ground the pursuit of answetsiioy?
guestions in the behavior of individual goal-diegttgents. Olson’s logic of free-riding
is a form of microexplanation. Macroexplanations ashighly-aggregated level of
individual behaviors to explain social phenomenoterms of large social macro-factors.
An illustrative example of a macroexplanation isxWaeber’s argument about the
connection between Protestant values and capitdfismbetween the two extremes lie
mesoexplanations, wherein micro- and macroexplansitare reinforced or challenged

by the causal powers belonging to organizationsiastitutions.

9 James G. March and John P. Olsen, “Elaborating\ee Institutionalism,”The Oxford Handbook of
Political Institutions,accessed online through Oxford Handbooks Onlineg.2008).
% Little, Varieties of Social Explanation
% James Colemaifroundations of Social ControCambridge: Belknap Press of Harvard University,
(1998); Daniel Little, “Explanatory Autonomy and lEman’s Boat, Theorig (2012).
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Philosopher of social science Daniel Little argiggghe significance of
organizations and meso-level factors to socialaxion. Little claims that “meso
entities (organizations, institutions, normativetsyns) often have stable characteristics
with regular behavioral consequences.” Incentigasctions, and supervision are
implemented differently across different organiaas. Various institutional forms may
be more or less efficient at performing certairk$asletermining consequences for the
people and higher-level organizations which depanthem.

James G. March and Johan P. Olsen provide a siantaunt in their 2008 piece
written to elaborate “the ‘New Insititutionalism’®The authors’ focus in the piece is on
the elements of order and predictability that tastons can provide. The essay unpacks
the explanatory potential of the “new” institutidisaexplanations. In keeping with
Little’s assessment, the authors observe that'fiéw institutionalism’ avoids unfeasible
assumptions that require too much of political excto terms of normative
commitments... cognitive abilities... and social cohtfidhe roles, routines, norms, and
identities of an ‘institution,’ rather than micrational individuals or macro-social forces,
are the basic units of analysf.”

March and Olsen grant the complexity of the causation between institutional
arrangements and substantive policy outcomes. Celagas are usually indirect, long,
and contingent® The Approach #3 section aims to demonstrate thiaeatory value of

embedding explanations of initiative passage @rgdr institutional context. Doing so

% March and Olsen, “Elaborating the ‘New Institutdism.”
97 |jhi
Ibid.
% R. Kent Weaver and Bert A. Rockman, “Do InstitngdViatter? Government Capabilities in the United
States and Abroad,” Washington DC: The Brookingsitution (1993).
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helps to construct expectation of how initiativetast outcomes are constrained and
enabled by political institutions, even if thosstitutions aren’t necessarily the
immediate and direct cause of policy change.

David McCuan and Steve Stambough authored a 200K Wwhose overall theme
was an understanding of the initiative processngsammong many state policymaking
institutions, “a ‘parallel legislature,” incumbentth the problems and challenges we see
in the ‘sausage-making’ process... [of] legislatiwditics.”*® Though noting, “clear and
compelling differences in the process associaté¢ld @ach arena,” the authors insisted
that “the challenges of democratic governanceagely the same.” The authors go on
to identify permanent features and ongoing trendaitiative politics which reproduce
the pathologies observed in the representativéutiens of policymaking.

This nicely sets the tone for the Approach #3ieaatf the literature review,
which will examine institutionally-embedded expléoas of initiative contest outcomes.
These explanations will often speak to McCuan aath8ough’s larger question of how
an initiative contest compares, contrasts, andants with the other policymaking
institutions that surround it. Does the initiatimechanism truly “subvert the traditional
electioneering function of the party and provide tpportunity for private (i.e., non-
party) organizations to offer advice and conduchgaigns.*®

Do different sorts of policy-demanding individualsd groups find success
through the initiative process than would withd@tiHow do ballot initiative successes fit

into a larger understanding of legislative politiddcCuan and Stambough argued in

% McCuan and Stambougjtiative-Centered Politicsp. 4.
19 bid, p. 60.
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2005 that “we know [little] about the motivationsgyoups seeking to do battle through
direct democracy when the traditional legislativegess remains an avenue of

opportunity for so many interest groug$§®

Markets, governments, and institutional failures

Conceptually, this thesis imagines a balance wfgpdetween two classes of
institutions: market institutions and governmerstitutions. This view is informed by the
insights of Jacob Hacker and Paul Pierson (2033rding the government’s role in
constructing and maintaining markétTheoretically, under a liberal regime, the
presence of a policy problem indicates the presehseme market failure. The market is
the default mechanism for allocating values in rdgdo the private interactions of
autonomous individuals. Under this model, the nfeedovernment action would emerge
from dissatisfaction with some inefficient allo@atiwhich the market generated.

The presence of a policy problem implies some fofmarket failure is
occurring. A policy problem in its simplest formnche understood as “some unrealized
gain or avoidable harm” connected to potentiabif@i$ to satisfactorily allocate valuts.
Efficiency is not the only dimension upon whichedactorate can decide the market has
failed. Further evaluative frameworks importanvters include policy effectiveness,
policy adequacy, normative ideological commitmeats] equity of distributive

outcomes.

101 i
Ibid, p. 7.
192 jacob S. Hacker and Paul Piersadinner-Take-All Politics: How Washington Made thetRRicher —
and Turned Its Back on the Middle Clg8®ston: Simon & Schuster, 2011).
193 bunn, William,Public Policy AnalysisFifth Edition, (Pearson Press, 2011) p.10.
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A system of government is created to provide fdifierent allocation of values
than would otherwise exist. A democratic systenesak feedback from citizens and
then translates that input into policy prescripsidor addressing whichever conditions
the citizenry finds suboptimal or unacceptableallyethe political institutions of a
democratic government work perfectly to translaitew preferences into value-
optimizing policy choices. But, just as the markgttem sometimes fails to be efficient,
sometimes the policymaking bodies of representgoxernment fail to validly and
reliably embody the long-term preferences of tleetelrate.

Conceptually, this thesis approaches ballot ititgs as simultaneously
responding to both market failuraad government failures. Initiative passage/rejection
occurs because of the reality or the perceptionddidain policymaking problems exist
which representative political institutions aretsysically ill-equipped to solving.
Explaining initiative passage, on a conceptuallles@mpels researchers to examine the
link between the nature of certain types of popegblems, and some feature of the
current constellation of representative policymgkimstitutions.

Studies support the notion that the initiativegess operates as an institutional
alternative to groups that struggle to find inflaenn the legislature. A 1997 study by
P.F. Heiser and M.E. Begay concluded that thecatifactor behind the decisions of
public health activists to launch an initiative wtse apparent influence of the tobacco
industry upon the legislaturé® Gerber found in 1998 that groups who used the

initiative process consistently identified amongittprimary motivations the failure of

194p F. Heiser and M.E. Begay, “The Campaign to Reieelobacco Tax in Massachusetistierican
Journal of Public HealthVol. 87, No. 6, (June 1997) pgs. 968-973.
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the legislature to respond to their interest. Sanyl interviews with initiative sponsors
have identified similar beliefs about legislativer@sponsiveness among their
motivations'®

A causal narrative of passage demands assumjatimng ballot qualification.
Qualification is prerequisite for passage. Areshme factors that determine qualification
the ones which determine passage? The literatuoel@active action problems examined
earlier suggests that an interest’s narrownesstrbigefit it more in the qualification
stage and its breadth might benefit an initiativegenn the passage phase.

In Anne Campbell 1997 dissertation, the authocgdahe process into a
policymaking process with many different stages actdrs to consider. She focused on
policy entrepreneurship and agenda-setting throglstate ballot initiative process.
Campbell built her study upon the insights of RoQebb and Charles Elder, who
observed that organized interests competed faranfie over public officials who
possessed “considerable freedom to choose amorpietira of issues competing for
attention.*®® Indeed, studies of the U.S. Congress concludedebislators displayed
significant control over their personal and ledistaagendad®” Campbell emphasized
the conditions under which elected policymakers erthéir decisions. Via Campbell,

policymaking emerges out of “the strategic concefngoliticians who seek to increase

195 Anne G. CampbelSetting the Initiative Agenda: The Not-So-Silenjdvigy. Phd dissertation,

University of Colorado Department of Political Szie (Ann Arbor: UMI Company, 1998).

1% Roger W. Cobb and Charles D. Eldearticipation in American Politics: The DynamicsAdenda-

Building, (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1983) p. 20.

7 Timothy E. CookMaking Laws and Making Nevggvashington DC: The Brookings Institution, 1989);

Barbara SinclairThe Transformation of the U.S. Sen@altimore: John Hopkins University Press, 1989).
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their own visibility by promoting new issues on @genda, but who stay away from
issues that make lots of enemié%.”

The data in Campbell’s dissertation was gatherau the 26 statewide initiatives
on Colorado ballots from 1996-1992. Of these 26atives, data was only available for
24 of the contests. Interviews were conducted wiitiner initiative sponsors (in 22 of the
cases) or with key campaign workers (in the otheases). Campbell identifies a central
role for the initiative process in handling “hottatm” issues and conflicts of interest
spilling over from the legislature. Campbell’s digation tapped into some of the
Approach #3 literatures most compelling explanastrgngths, providing the deeper,
policy process-embedded explanations of ballofitivMe passage so lacking from the
Approach #1 literature. Analytically, Campbell sgheed for causal connections between
initiative contest outcomes and the failure of bwitrkets and governments.

The explanations found in the Approach #3 litemfrovides a critical feature
missing from other explanations, being informedhsy context of the policy process and
the political institutions that structure it. Thesglanations share a linkage between
ballot initiative successes and the failures ohbotrkets and representative institutions
of government. Now that some the more theoretieshents of institutionally-embedded
explanation have been introduced, the followingsgghon will examine explanations

embedded in understandings of political partiestaedarty system.

198 3ohn W. KingdonAgendas, Alternatives, and Public Polic{@&w York: Harper Collins Publishers,
1984); Edward Carmines and James Stimigsue Evolution: Race and the Transformation of Acaa
Politics (Princeton N.J.: Princeton University Press, 198®ok,Making Laws and Making News
Sinclair, The Transformation of the U.S.
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Political parties and party systems

What does academic research offer in regardspl@meations of ballot initiative
success which are informed by claims about polipeaties and the distribution of
partisan attachments in the electorate? Is thetaaltiative process outside and
independent of partisan politics in some substantisy? First, this subsection begins by
providing some background on the nature of polifpeaties and the dynamics of party
systems.

James L. Sundquist’'s 1973 book on Bhaamics of the Party Systgrovided an
influential and parsimonious explanation of the walitical competition is structured
and managed in a two-party syst&thFor Sundquist, parties enable political
competition, and their configuration within a pastystem is determined by their ability
to resist destructive and degenerative pressuresgied by internal competition and
issue proliferation. These are that pressuregéaatparty-coalitions apart.

Via Sundquist, a party’s only hope of survivaklia its capacity to manage the
changing requirements of assembling electoral megsr Changing political conditions
require parties to absorb internally-divisive neaues as they emerge. Sundquist
analyzed recurrent patterns and critical juncttines he claimed structure the rise and
fall of parties and party systems.

Sundquist defines a party system as the distabudf basic party loyalties and
attachments. He began his theory of parties irstyle of a deontological thought

experiment, inviting readers to hypothesize abautuadifferentiated... classless,

109 James L. Sundquidbynamics of the Party SysteRevised Edition, (Washington DC: Brookings
Institution Press, 1983
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partyless, ungrouped, atomized socieéfy.Suddenly a policymaking controversy
emerges that splits the electorate in two. “Theiftem@ntiated society suddenly
differentiates.” A single line of party cleavageaisthat organizes the ideological space
in which voters form their attachments.

Next in Sundquist’'s model, another issue comesgalbat divides the electorate
along a separate, second dimension of party cleavdgese “cross-cutting, party-
splitting issue[s]” are the undoing of party syssei@undquist posits a set of requirements
created by the logic of party survival and partgteyn management. How do these
requirements affect the process by which initiatieatest outcomes are generated? Via
Sundquist, competition between parties rests oldingi dependable electoral coalitions
across a highly differentiated body of policy-demers who decide elections in each
state. The emergence of new issues leads to chantfjesbasis of political competition
which can, in turn, cause changes in the elecforalnes of either party. Parties benefit
from an ability to absorb new, potentially disrwgtiines of party cleavage before they
lead to an electorally undesirable conflict displaent.

One major implication of Sundquist’s logic is tledectoral representatives have
the opportunity and incentive to control the badipolitical competition, and by
extension the substance of policy disputes. Thidien that the initiative process could
be at time both helpful and harmful to the intesedtparties themselves. If an initiative
helps settle some internally divisive issue thegdkened the party, the effect is positive.
But if the initiative contest increases the saleenEsome cross-cutting issue, the effect is

to divide the electorate in a way that is disadagabus to the party’s electoral fortunes.

10 syndquistpynamics of the Party System.19.
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In contrast to theories of political parties ceateon the preferences and
behaviors of election-minded politicians, a recgnbup-centric” study of political
parties recast policy-demanding interest groupsaatistists as the key actors.“Groups
of organized policy demanders are the basic ufithe] theory of parties” put forth in
the 2012 article by Kathleen Bawn, Martin CohenyiD&arol, Seth Masket, Hans Noel,
and John Zallet*? Bawn et al. make note of the normative implicasiomherein their
activist- and interest group-dominated, policy dede-oriented party theory is expected
to be less responsive to voter preferences thamtg gontrolled by election-driven
politicians.

The nomination stage of candidate races is thegugi arena where Bawn et al.
point to illustrate the group-centric nature oftper and the implications for
policymaking. “Nominations,” Bawn et al. claim, &a natural focus of interest groups
and activists.*'® Controlling nominations is more effective thanbgmg because it
helps policy-demanders overcome principal-agenblpros between themselves and
incumbents. Moreover, the authors write that “ttheamtageous position of groups at the
nomination stage is bolstered by lack of voterriedée.. The costs of providing selected
politicians with what they need to win a primargatlon are often small.”

In a break with an old paradigm of candidate-ceatgarties, Bawn et al.
conceived of parties as the creatures of policyateding interest groups and activists. If

one accepts this shift in our understanding ofipsyrthe relationship then changes

11 Kathleen Bawn, Martin Cohen, David Karol, Seth kietsHans Noel, and John Zaller, “A Theory of
Political Parties: Groups, Policy Demands and Natims in American Politics Perspectives on
Politics, Vol. 10, No.3, (2012) p.1.
121pid, p. 6.
3 bid, p. 7.
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between political parties and ballot initiativelscandidate-driven parties are often in an
adversarial stance to initiative entrepreneursgtiogip-centric conception of political
parties implies a cozier, more complementary retetnip between party and ballot
initiative politics.

When the ballot initiative was introduced to thetas at the beginning of the'20
century, the Progressive and Populist reformerglsaiargets beyond the moneyed
interests thought to hold undue sway over electicdals. Reformers also targeted the
political parties and party bosses who controlkatesgovernments:* For the most part,
American ballot initiative contests tend to beiatgéd and financed by groups falling
beyond the reaches of parties. Research has ex@iminetruly separate the lawmaking
processes managed by parties actually are frorpatha&-box lawmaking of the initiative
process. Writing in 2001, Daniel A. Smith and Qeeld. Tolbert argued that state and
national parties were increasingly becoming invdlirethe initiative process.

Smith and Tolbert identified three main “motivaifactors” for increasing party
involvement in initiative contests. First, partreay become involved to promote turnout
for the parties’ own candidates. Second, partieg emgage in initiative politics to drive
issue wedges into an opposing party’s electorditama And thirdly, a party might take

a role in initiative contests whose outcome engdges ideologically™

14 Thomas E. CronirDirect Democracy: The Politics of Iniiative, Refadeim, and Recal{Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1989) pgs. 50-57.
15 Daniel A. Smith and Caroline J. Tolbert, “The iaiive to Party: Partisanship and Ballot Initiatvie
California,” Party Politics Vol. 7, No. 6, (2001) p. 741.
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Tolbert and Smith claimed that “it is becomingd®nt that initiatives are not
‘beyond party politics™ as other scholars claimé¥The authors’ research design
employs both aggregate data of counties and swlatyof individuals. The aggregate
data measures the impact of party on county-lesthg for California initiatives.
County-level voting patterns were analyzed “for i3estatewide ballot initiatives
appearing on the June 1998 primary and Novembe3 j88eral election ballots in
California.™’ Their design measured whether support for thebitiatives was
related to a county’s party composition, as measupercentage of registered
Republicans. This aggregate analysis controlsfordompeting explanations for policy
adoption: prevailing economic conditions and rdetahic diversity:*®

Smith and Tolbert’s survey data are used to measigrimportance of political
party affiliation to a series of initiative and chgiate votes in the 1994 and 1996
California general election. Data came from Votemld Service Exit Poll of California
voters. Separate logistic regression models aré tasmodel voter support for several
ballot initiatives. Additionally, by analyzing voig in two consecutive elections, the
authors provide evidence of the impact of partiliafion over time.

The aggregate, county-level analysis showed taidy @ffiliation was associated
with the vote for 77 percent of the initiatives appgng on the 1998 California ballots,
even when controlling for the competing explanatiorhis was a positive and

statistically significant relationship. Additiongllthe survey data of individual voters

118 bid, p. 744.
7 bid, p. 746.
118 Shaun Bowler and Todd Donovan, “Economic Conditiand Voting on Ballot Propositions,”
American Politics QuarterlyVol 22, No.1 (January 1994); Rodney Hefaces of Inequality: Social
Diversity in American PoliticgOxford University Press, 2000).
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provided further evidence of the ways parties hexblne entangled in initiative politics.
In their analysis of the surveys, Smith and Tollgericlude that the single most salient
predictor of voting behavior in initiative contestas party affiliation.

Earlier in the Approach #2 section of this litewrat review, Elizabeth Gerber’s
1999 book on ballot initiative politics was exandé® Gerber’s work has footing in
both Approaches #2 and #3. While focusing on tl&idution of costs-and-benefits that
an initiative engages, Gerber’s analysis alwaysarasifooted in the relevant institutional
realities. Via Gerber, broad-based groups promdtiigens interests” enjoy a
comparative advantage in the initiative arena. l@nather hand, concentrated “economic
interests” are generally better positioned to biefreim legislative logrolling to enjoy
targeted benefits through compromise, as well aglexjuipped to use the vetogates in
the legislature to block proposals they oppt&e.

Gerber’s initiative process is not the site oérest groups circumventing
legislatures. Instead, Gerber’s initiative prodess site where broad groups can keep
narrow groups in check. A concentrated interestlvprefer to lobby for policy changes
that gain fast traction with elected officials aethain noncontroversial within the
electorate. The initiative process is a site wveters can overcome the inherent
limitations that they face as they attempt to espitheir preferences on a broad and

multidimensional range of issues through a single v

119 Gerber;The Populist Paradox
120 Elisabeth Gerber, “Direct Democracy,”ilgar Handbook on Public Law and Public Chqieels. D.A.
Farber and A.J. O'Connell (Massachusetts: Edwabtighing Group, 2010).
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In a paper from 2000 by Timothy Besley and Stepbeate, the authors
examined the potential for “Issue Unbundling vi&iZ@ins’ Initiatives.*** In an analysis
informed by public choice theory, the authors arthia, in a representative democracy,
“the bundling of issues together with the fact ttitizens only have one vote, means that
policy outcomes on specific issues may divergdréan what the majority of citizens
wants.” When this occurs, the viability of the iattve process “permits the unbundling
of these issues, which forces a closer relationséipreen policy outcomes and popular
preferences?

The normative question of whether or not issueundbng is socially desirable is
packed with Madisonian implications. Does the atitie process blast through
ideological gridlock, or thwart compromises thabslal be left to elected representatives.
Besley and Coate’s analysis does not attempt wwerthese normative questions, but
does provide evidence that the initiative procdiesva for the unbundling of issues,
permitting citizens to evaluate candidates on aemefined set of issues than is available
in its absence. In the sample observed by BesldyCarate, the initiative process helped
remove some elements of fiscal policymaking froendlomain of elected politics.

Most importantly, what are the consequences sliésunbundling” for political

parties and the balance of the party system?

2L Timothy Besley and Stephen Coate, “Issue Unbugdlia Citizens’ Initiatives,'Quarterly Journal of
Political ScienceVol. 3, No. 4 (December 2008).
122 |pbid, p. 379.
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Success beyond passage

The explanations of initiative contest outcomex trave been examined up until
this point in the Literature Review have all defingallot initiative success/failure in
terms of passage/defeat. A lot of explanatory vakgbeen derived from assuming that
policy-demanding individuals and groups conteslobahitiative outcomes in terms of
passage/rejection. However, this final subsectidhdemonstrate the explanatory
implications of the possibility that policy-demamsiengage in initiative contests in
pursuit of goals besides direct passage or rejectianitiatives.

Do policy-demanding individuals and groups detimeir objectives (success) in
dimensions beyond passage/defeat? How does ande@adefinition of success affect
the explanation of passage? From the policy arsligsrature, Alan McConnell wrote a
2010 article which put forth a multi-dimensionadrne for understanding policy success
and failures. Via McConnell, policy success/failesasts along three dimensions:
processes, programs, and politics. McConnell dnstindtions between different forms
and degrees of policy success and failure. McCoiaeattifies tensions between

different forms of success “including what is knowailoquially as good politics but bad

123

policy.
Process is McConnell’s first dimension of poliexcsess. Process success
preserves government policy goals and instrum@&mtggram success evaluates the “basic

resources and tools of governmelft-'Lastly, political success is determined by how

123 Allan McConnell, “Policy Success, Policy FailumedaGrey Areas In-BetweenJournal of Public
Policy, Vol. 30, No. 3, (2010) p. 346.
124 |bid, p. 350.
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favorably policymakers can manage their electoraspects and enhance their
reputations.

McConnell's analytic frame could easily and fruity be transferred to the
context of initiative process policymaking. In i@ to McConnell's 3 “realms” of
policy success/failure, the initiative arena’s vamsof process success is the mobilization
of groups and the establishment and maintenansswé network infrastructure which
helps to “build sustainable coalition¥>Program success relates to the passage/defeat
dimension of contest outcomes that is the maindaduhis thesis.

Political success is a realm that often overlajls the other two. In initiative
contest outcomes, political success relates todfGeeholders and partisan interests are
affected by the initiative process. The politicahdnsion of initiative contests concerns
whether outcomes change the basic structure digablcompetition or enhances the
prospects of particular parties and candidates.

It seems probable that, if these nonpassage diarenare significant, then
explaining passage might require understanding teantheir properties. Explaining the
behavior of policy-demanders in the initiative axewill be distorted if one operates
under the assumption that passage is the exclgeaieof actors.

A large number of gay marriage bans passed thretagbwide initiatives in the
early 2f' century. The gay marriage ban initiatives achiavear universal program
success, but about a decade down the road, théagva efforts appear to have resulted

in process and political failures for their propotse While racking up program victories

125 |bid, p. 352.
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they allowed latent interests to become activatéetlia attention focused on the
initiative contests in a way that changed votetisgmt as well.

Or, conversely, take the many tax revolt initiatsampaigns in the wake of
California’s Proposition 13 (1978). Most of thenildd, but their program failures are
forgotten while their effects on California’s padg and political process persist to this
day. A conclusion of this literature review is tlexplanations of formal passage and
rejection can only tell part of the story of inttige politics. Yet on the other hand, the
thesis holds that majority-dependent passage isghtal organizing feature of ballot
initiative politics.

The initiative sponsor interviews conducted fon(hell’'s 1997 dissertation
speak to the question of how nonpassage objeditviaso the strategic behavior
initiative actors. Campbell’s findings indicatdtht passage was the primary goa¥eb
actors. In all but 2 of the 24 initiative campaignsose sponsors or key staff were
interviewed, the respondents “indicated that atoiset of the campaign they believed

that their initiatives would be approved by the lpribh™?°

Campbell quoted one sponsor
as responding, “Sure, why else do it?” The policyrepreneurs who pulled the trigger on
initiative contests overwhelmingly identified pagsas the primary objective of their
efforts.

Nonpassage objectives of initiative actors mamttsideration, but it must be kept
in mind that the perceived likelihood of passag@ages the decision-making of all

actors throughout the initiative process. Passatgngial is apparently a decisive

threshold for the decision-making of initiativesiahland qualification. However,

126 Campbell Setting the Initiative Agenda. 249.
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research needs to be expanded to unpack the dysmaftite initiative qualification
process. What kinds of initiative projects getmaped and fail to qualify for ballot
access? What characteristics distinguish succegsélification efforts from failures?
These questions may prove to be even more revaalegplaining initiative contest
outcomes than explaining processes that occurseiuaiong in the sequences of events

that starts with the petition and ends at the baltx.
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— Chapter 2 —
Methods

The Methods chapter of this thesis paper is siradtin the same manner as the
review of the literature. Three designs will spéakhe three approaches to explaining
initiative contest outcomes. Design #1 will mirdgpproach #1 by examining campaign
expenditures in initiative contests. Design #2 wfleak to Approach #2 by applying the
Wilson typology of cost-benefit distribution to amsple of California and Oregon
initiatives. Finally, Approach #3 comes througlDasign #3, which examines how party
affiliation corresponds to county-level voting maitts on a number of recent Oregon

initiative contests.

Design #1: Picking losers? The strategic financingf initiative campaigns

The Literature Review’s section on Approach #tailed studies which
examined the explanatory properties of campaigndipg in relation to initiative contest
outcomes. Prominent in the analysis were recediegwvhich claim that the endogenous
relationship between campaign resources and papségatial has distorted past
estimations of the effectiveness of those resoustesn they are manifested in the form
of campaigns spending. Authors find inspiratiomamgressional literature that

demonstrates how contributions in candidate raods ¢picking winners.” Thomas
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Stratmann wrote in 2005 wrote, “One of the mosustlfindings in the literature is that
money flows to incumbents in close racés.”

Donors may simply be heaping funds on those whbowui anyway,

perhaps because they wish to influence the menadneesin office. We

posit that campaign spending, especially moneygbas to support

initiatives, is also endogenous to their electorances but in just the

opposite way. Money may flow to initiatives tha¢ @an danger of failing.

Since contributors cannot hope to buy influence tive unchanging

language of a ballot measure, there is no reaspitetanoney on one that

is already headed for passage. Yet if an initidtdoks vulnerable, its

supporters — especially those who have alreadstedesubstantial sums

to qualify it for the ballot — may contribute largenounts to campaign for

its survival. If this story is correct, consides implications for the

conventional econometric approach.
This design will interrogate whether campaign spegdh initiative contests appears to
be targeted toward the most competitive races.idtiative campaign financers

systemically picking losers as recent literatuesnbk?

Data

The data for the analysis under Design #1 camma fhoee western states:
California, Oregon, and Washington. A total of 4hgral election initiative contests are
examined which took place between 2012 and 200&. duthor conducted an exhaustive
search for all reasonably rigorous opinion pollsdiacted in advance of initiative

contests. Regrettably, opinion polling was not ke for all initiative contests within

127 James Kau, Donald Keenan, and Paul Rubin. “A Gaf&guilibrium Model of Congressional Voting,”
The Quarterly Journal of Economicgol. 2, (1982); Gary Jacobson, “Money and Voteséhsidered:
Congressional Elections 1972-198R(iblic ChoiceVol. 47 (1985); Keith T. Poole Thomas Romer,
“Patterns of Political Action Committee Contribut®to the 1980 Campaigns for the U.S. House of
RepresentativesPublic ChoiceVol. 37 (1985); Thomas Stratmann, “Are ContributBistional?
Untangling Strategies of Political Action CommitsgeJournal of Political Economyol. 100, No. 3,
(July 1992).
128 de Figueiredo et alEinancing Direct Democracygs. 9-10.
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the time period. Moreover, opinion polling data viegsfar the most robust for Californ
contests. A total 0205 opinion polls were collects for the 49 conte$tas makes for a
average of 4.2 opinion polls per initiative cont

The polls were collected from newspapers, thinkgaaoniversities, intere:
groups, and private polling firn**® The sample sizevary based upon the technigt
setting, and resources of the surveyor. Polls wahgincluded which indicateYesvote
percentage in terms of the stated intentions &elyi voters” who were given an optis
to indicate “undecided” or “no opinior

A five-point scale, shown below in Figure 3.1.1, represtrg competitiveness

initiative contests as registered in opinion pgli

TIGHT RACE TIGHT RACE
PASSAGE | | WITH PASSAGE WITH DEFEAT DEFEAT
IS LIKELY | |POTENTIAL TIGHT RACE || POTENTIAL IS LIKELY

) 2 3) 4) 3)

FIGURE 3.1.1: 5-point competitive dynamic scale for initiative contests

129 California Business Roundtable website, “Studied Rasources,California Business Roundtable a
Pepperdine University School of Public PoliElway Research website, “The Elway PoElway
Research, IncField Poll website, “Poll Archive,Field Poll; Ipsos website, “Reuters Polldpsos/Reuters
Poll; PPIC website, “Statewide SurveyPublic Policy Institute of CaliforniaPPP website, “Polls,
Public Policy Polling;Reaso-Rupe website, “Reason-Rupe Data ArchivRgasonRupg; Survey USA
website, “Election Polls,Survey US; USC Dornsife website, “PACE/USC Rossier School dfi€ation
Poll,” University of California Dornsife Rossier Schoolksfucation;USC Dornsife website, “US!
Dornsife/Los Angeles Tims Poll,”University of California Dornsife and Los Angelam&s; Washington
Poll website, “Poll Archives, The Washington Poll.
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Type 3 polls indicate the most competitive ratkes.poll’'s “YesminusNo”
differential is not within the margin of error, thé is within a striking distance where the
difference likely appears to be changeable withgmnmat campaign expenditures.
Strategically speaking, Type 3 polls should indécasituation whergesactors have
especial incentive to spend. However, the samesholé forNo actors who find
themselves competing in Type 3 contests.

Type 1 polls indicate that passage is very likelya given initiative. The
assumption of many recent studies is that Typell$ pepresent a situation wheYes
actors have a strong disincentive to expend ressurtype 2 polls, falling between
Types 2 polls represent situations in which passadeemed more likely than in Type 3
but less likely than in Type 1.Type 4 polls ard somewhat competitive, but the
initiative’s odds of passage are trending sligidibyvnwards. Type 5 polls indicate an
initiative is very likely to be defeated. Classé#tmon of polls by type was performed
using the following procedure:

- STEP 1: The first cut of classification involved@matically including in Type 1
all polls which registered 50% or more of responges indicating an intention
to voteYes

- STEP 2: Any poll where 50% or more of voters intémdoteNo is typed as a 5.

- STEP 3: Any poll where theresminusNo’ differential is greater than -10 and
less than 10 is grouped into Type 3 (tight racekjs rule supersedes Steps 1 and
2, though in practices it was extremely rare fpoH to indicate over 50 percent
for either sider without also cranking out¥sesminusNa’ differential outside of
Step 3’s purviews.

- STEP 4: All polls with a YesminusNo" differential between 15 and 10 are
classified as Type 2.

- STEP 4: All polls with a YesminusNo’ differential -15 and -10 are classified as
Type 4.

Once each opinion poll had been individually typeakch initiative was grouped

with its respective polling type measurements assigaed a Median Polling Type. In the
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rare instance (once) when necessary, decisionsmede between irregular even
numbered steps which served an assumption that veee more, rather than less
competitive. This assumption came from the deduodtiat the lack of an emergent mode

indicates some manifestation of contestation withasituation.

Analysis

Descriptive statistics and graphing are employetthé Findings chapter to
illustrate the distribution of polling by type, Ioin terms of total polling and median
polling types. To test the effectiveness of megialing types as an indicator of an
initiative contest’s demonstrable probability otaaing, data was collected on the
outcome of every contest both in terms of vote slaad passage/defeat.

Descriptive statistics and correlational techngyual illustrate the strength of
median polling type as a demonstrable indicataroinitiative’s likelihood of passage,
available to all engaged citizens and policy-deneasith the run-up to each election.
This will speak to the validity of Median Polling/ffe as a demonstrable measure of the
competitive dynamic of a race. Data on initiativing was collected from the
Secretaries of State’s offices for California, Gregand Washingtoh°

At this point campaign finance report data on caigip expenditures is folded

into the analysis. Data was, once again, collefrted the respective Secretary of State’s

130 California Secretary of State website, “Statewdiections: 2012-1990 California Secretary oState;
Oregon Secretary of State website, “Election Histrchive,” Oregon Secretary of Staté/ashington
State Secretary of State website, “Elections & WgtiResearch & Past Result§yashington State
Secretary of State
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offices for California, Oregon, and WashingtdhCampaign spending was measured as
all reported campaign expenditures by committegistered to advocate in initiative
contests.

Expenditures were only counted which occurrechendame year as the election.
This was done to avoid underestimating the infl@gesicmarginaly esspending by
excluding many of the fixed costs of getting irtitra’s qualified. It also allows for
policy-demanding individuals and groups to learawtlihe dynamics of contests and the
potential costs or benefits of different outcom&fien possible, in-kind contributions
were included along with hard expenditures.

Measurements of campaign “spending strength” \abs@ constructed to permit
for cross-state analysis. A spending strength soor@Y escampaign from California is
the mearYesspending for all California campaigns divided bg thean spending for
that specificYesor No spending effort.

Example:

- California (2008) Proposition 8escampaign expenditures equaled
$41,707,000.

- Then, California mealfescampaign spending equaled $16,355,000.

- So, divide California (2008) Prop.¥&sspending ($41.7 million) by the
meanY esspending ($16.35 million) and this creates the fisiieg

strength” of Prop. & escampaigns (2.55).

The following are hypotheses for Design #2.
- Hypothesis #1.1MeanYesspending strength will be lowest in the situations
which lean towards passage, and highest in thatgfs which lean towards
failure.

- Hypothesis #1.2MeanNo spending strength will be highest in the situatitmat
are the most competitive.

131 california Secretary of State website, “Cal-AccBssabase, California Secretary of Stat®©regon

Secretary of State website, “ORESTAR Databa®eggon Secretary of Staté/ashington State Public

Disclosure Commission website, “Search the Datgb&¥ashington State Public Disclosure Commission.
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Design #2: Wilson typing and initiative contest oudtomes

The typology employed in this design sorts infm@tcontests based on the
substance of the policy at stake in each contdstiiver the costs and benefits of
proposed initiatives were concentrated narrowhhimitertain groups or diffused broadly
across society. The typology is repurposed frome3a@ Wilson’sThe Politics of
Regulation™?

In explaining the political origins of regulatopylicies and administrative
agencies, Wilson created and employed the typdiogtynow promises to help organize
the world of ballot initiatives. Wilson wrote:

Elsewhere | have suggested that policy propossieaally those

involving economic stakes, can be classified im&eof the perceived

distribution of costs and benefits. These costshemeefits can be

monetary and nonmonetary, and the value assignino, as well as

beliefs about the likelihood of their materializjr@an change... The

political significance of these costs and beneditses out of their

distribution as well as their magnitude... [, theydyrbe widely

distributed or narrowly concentraté&t.

Wilson’s typology is illustrated below in Figure23L.

132 ilson, The Politics of Regulation
%3 bid., 366-367.
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COST DISTRIBUTION
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FIGURE 3.2.1: “A Simple Classificiation of Initiative Contests” using the
Wilson typology***

Interestgroup politics refers to a situation where the perceived costs
benefits of a policy are narrowly distributed. @fthis involves two competir
interest groups contesting a regulation. When crstisbenefits are broac
distributed, this situation is referred tc majoritarian politics Majoritarian
politics involve situations where “all or most afcsety expect to gain” and “all «

most of society expects to pa'** Narrowness of costs and benefits helps grt

134 Donovan et al.Contending Players and Strateg p.84.
%% |bid, 367.
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overcome collective action problems. For this reasme generally expects to
find better organization and funding for narrow sesithan for broad ones.
When benefits are narrow and costs are widelyidiged, Wilson calls
this a situation otlient politics™3® A small group expects a big benefit and
therefore has a strong incentive to organize ahthawder to bring the policy
about. The costs are spread so thin across thdgtmputhat the broad masses
have little incentive to oppose in an organized Wagally, when a policy
promises general benefits at the expense of a seghent of the population,
Wilson labels this a situation ehtrepreneurial politicsAn energetic
entrepreneur can mobilize a general interest againarrow one and thereby
overcome the public’s collective action problem|d&n characterizes the
entrepreneur as “mobilizing latent public sentimiemd “associat[ing] the

legislation with widely shared public values?®

Content analysis

How can narrowness and broadness be defined? WMélsgology is
interested in the cost-benefit distribution in teraf “political significance **®
Political significance is defined through the “paiked distribution [and
magnitude] of costs and benefits... and the valugiasd to them.” In situations
where the stakes are nakedly financial, the disanacan be made in a fairly

straightforward wayWhen the policies impose direct financial cost®na

138 | pid., 369.
137 bid., 370.
138 | pid., 366-367.
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group, the quantification comes baked into theqygbroposal The narrow-broad
distinction is easiest to make in these situatibas give us a quantitative head-
start “X% tax on a tobacco company,” or “$X billion usexfund stem cell
research,” or “new X% tax on anyone making X amafnocome” — all are
predisposed for this sort of sorting scheme

However when we turn to contests about marijuatiayp@bortion rights,
eminent domain, and gay rights, it becomes mucleraorbiguous and arbitrary
to classify initiative contests in this manner. mhmore to the point, even in
those cases which at first appeared easy to quathtdir social, nonmaterial
dimensions emerge upon closer analysis and confattechpts at simple
classification.

So how could one go about measuring the narronwsrdsadness of interests in
contests which engage nonmonetary value confliots® method might be to examine
the individual contributiondf an initiative campaign has a small number oféar
contributors, it would suggest a group motivateddm a narrow benefit or avoid a
narrow costConversely, if an initiative campaign has a largenber of people
contributing small sums, it could be indicativeaoroup motivated to gain a broadly
distributed benefit or avoid a broadly distributess.

The Wilson type coding that follows incorporatesnpaign contribution data to
supplement the content analysis with data on tineexration or diffusion of
contributions. In this way, the design of the typneverses backwards from contribution
data as an indicator of felt stake in an outcome.
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Data

Data was collected from 91 initiative contestsaeetn 2000 and 2012 in
California, Oregon, and Washington. Using analg$isontribution data, ballot language,
newspaper archives, and official voter informaf@mphlets, this author coded the
initiatives into their respective Wilson types béem the distribution of costs and
benefits that was understood to be at stake dtrtfeeof an initiative contest. Contests
found difficult to code were collected and thenedihdependently by several other
graduate students. This multiple coder designHerthornier classification problems was
done to build intercoder reliability into the resgradesign->*

Borrowing from the coding scheme of Anne Camplmtdissification considers
initiative impacts in terms of “economic, politicaind/or social costs and benefits’”
First, analysis is conducted upon how differentdsi types are distributed within the
sample. Which types are most and least prevaldmt®, the results will show the
distribution of passage rates within this Wilsopeg samplé*! In a similar
configuration, the mea¥iesvote for the Wilson-typed sample will be calcutat& In
Design #1, spending strength scores were calcutatétesandNo campaigns to enable
cross-state analysis. At this point, Design #2 algpthe same technique. Mean spending
strength for botlfyes andNo campaigns is calculated using the Wilson-typed $anijhe

distributions will be presented in quadrant form.

139

This technique mimics David McCuan’s in “Can’t BMe Love,” pgs. 52-58.
140 campbell, “The Citizen’s Initiative and Entreprenial Politics,” p.8.
141 California Secretary of State website, “Statevidiections: 2012-1990 California Secretary oState;
Oregon Secretary of State website, “Election His#rchive,” Oregon Secretary of State
142 (i
Ibid.
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The following are hypotheses for Design #2.

- Hypothesis #2.1Spending strength of botfesandNo campaigns will be lowest
in Majoritarian Politics situations and highestmterest Group politics situations.

- Hypothesis #2.25pending strength will higher in situations whigm& narrow
interests (Interest Group and Client Politics).

- Hypothesis #2.3Spending strength will be lower in situations whsgtve broad
interests (Entrepreneurial and Majoritarian Paitic

- Hypothesis #2.4Passage rates will be highest in Majoritarian Raslisituations
and lowest in Interest Group politics situations.

- Hypothesis #2.59Passage rates will lower in situations which seeow
interests (Interest Group and Client Politics).

- Hypothesis #2.6Passage rates will be higher in situations whictesbroad
interests (Entrepreneurial and Majoritarian Paitic

Design #3: Behind party lines?

Design #3 looks at initiative voting in the corttex the system of party
attachments within the electorate. Design #3 istanted to align with Approach #3’s
emphasis on institutionally-embedded understandifigwitative contests and their
outcomes. Do, as early advocates hoped, balkxtines function as a mechanism to
carve out a policymaking arena outside of partyrcdd How insulated is the initiative
process from the influence of party-organized tosbins that coexist alongside it.

Design #3 examines how initiative politics andingtsometimes do and
sometimes do not occur along party-based linesa @as collected on 14 Oregon
initiative contests between 2006 and 2000. Datacgiscted on the county-level, with
theYesvote percentage of each county collected for @atihtive contest.

A measure of county-level attachment towards temBcratic party was created

using the percentage vote for Democratic presideasindidate John Kerry in the 2004

presidential election. Correlational coefficientsres calculated for each contest between
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county-levelYesvoting and county-level Democratic attachment. Ifsia is then
performed that links the content of initiativeghe respective correlation betweéas
voting and Democratic affiliation. Because of th@tparty nature of American politics,
the Republican Party affiliation score can lardedyinferred to be the inverse of the
Democratic affiliation value.

The following are hypotheses for Design #3.

- Hypothesis #3.1Correlation between a county-lewéésvoting and county-level
party attachment will range between very high amdienately less high.

- Hypothesis #3.2n some observations, voting on initiatives will steongly,
positively correlated to county party affiliatidomyt in other observations it will be
strongly, negatively associated
Associations between county-level initiative vgtend party attachment will be

measured in terms of a Pearson product-momenticieetf between county-levéles
voting and county-level Democratic Party affiliatiddypothesis #3.Will require

examination of the distribution of correlationsddysolute value within the 14-contest

universe of the sample.
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— Chapter 4 —
Findings

This chapter contains the findings of the datdyases projects laid out in the
previous chapter, Methods. The subsections willespond to the three approaches to

explaining passage that have structured this relsgeper so far.

Design #1: Picking losers? The strategic financingf initiative campaigns

The findings for Design #1 begin with the disttibn of polling types that
emerged from a universe of 205 opinion polls cotetlian California, Oregon, and
Washington between 2012 and 2004. Classificationguiures for poll typing can be
found in the previous chapter. Figures 4.1.1 itlists the distribution of polls in the

sample as they correspond to the 5-point competitigs typology

72 contests 81 contests
(35.1%) (39.5%)
(5.8%)

10 contests
FAN

FIGURE 4.1.1: Distribution of initiative opinion polls by type

30 contests
(14.6%)

12 contests

The distribution is double-peaked with the mostuscences of polls typed as 1s

and 3s. The most frequent poll type, Type 3, inéiddhe most competitive contests. The
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second most frequent poll type, Type 1, indicatedrnosY esadvantaged situation
Polls in the sample of 205 were highly likd¢o indicate either tight races or heeYes
advantages.

In order to examine the-point competitiveness typology a bit further,
categories are condensed in figure 4.1.11 types 1 and 2 were collapsed into ¢
another to form the LEANS PASSAGE category. Accogty, categories 4 and 5 ¢

collapsed into one another to form the LEANS DEFExaiegory

TIGHT
LEANS RACES
PASSAGE (Type 3)
( Types
1 and 2) LEANS
82 contests 81 contests] DEFEAT
40% 39.5% Vonas
42 contests
20.5%
@ 2 3) @) 5

FIGURE 4.1.2: Distribution of polls by condensed competitive typing

The newcategories even the data out, clarifying some etténds first mad
visible in Figure 4.1.1. LEANS PASSAGE and TIGHT BE poll were each twice :
frequent as LEANS DEFEAT polls. These condenseelgeates will be deploye
throughout the analysis as alternative way of looking at theint competitivenes

system.
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The next step involved creating a Median Poll Tgpecific to each initiative
contest. The Median Poll Type was intended to gapdemonstrable evidence of how
competitive contests were and in what directionatiés appear to be stacked in during
the year of the election. The distribution of MaedRoll Type among the contests is

depicted in Figure 4.1.3.

17 INITIATIVE
CONTESTS
(34.7%)

16 INITIATIVE
CONTESTS
(32.7%)

7

CONTESTS
(14.3%)

6

CONTESTS

3 CONTESTS
(12.2%)

) 2) 3) 4) 3)

FIGURE 4.1.3: Distribution of competitive dynamic types within a sample of
initiative contests
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LEANS PASSAGE
(Types 1 and 2):

23 contests
(46.7%)

TIGHT RACES

(Type 3):
16 contests
(32.7%)

LEANS DEFEAT

(Types 4 and 5):
10 contests

(20.5%)

) (2) 3) 4) 5

FIGURE 4.1.4: Distribution of occurrences of initiative contests within the
condensed competitive dynamic categories

At this stage, data is integrated into the findimdnich relates to passage and the
vote share of initiative outcomes. Obviously, vsit@re ultimately decides the passage or
defeat of initiatives. Vote share and passageharelépendent variables which are
necessarily engaged when explaining initiative eshnbutcomes. Data on mean vote
share and passage percentage are displayed foingaative type. Table 2 illustrates
how success was distributed among contests witigibitype universe. This part of the
analysis speaks to the effectiveness of polling dad classification procedures for

predicting initiative outcomes.
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MEDIAN POLL TYPE MEAN YES VOTE %

56.4
46

43.7

43.8
29.8

b WIN (=

TABLE 2: Mean Yes vote percentage, by contest type

MeanYesvoting was distinctly higher (56%) in Type 1 corti$e§ he number
steadily declineBy Type 5 contests, those indicating the lowesbabdlity of passage

meanY esvoting has declined to 29.8

76.5%
PASS

33.3%
PASS
PASS ZERO
PASSAGES
1) (2) 3) 4 5)

FIGURE 4.1.5: Passage rate distribution across contest types

Strikingly, 76.5 percent of all Type 1 initiativermtests resulted in passe Type 1
contests were over twice as likely to end in passegthe averagontest in the data s¢

Overall, this data shows that if an initiative aesttwas in Types-5, it was unlikely tc
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pass on average. However, the probability was tiigha Typel initiative contest wouls

end in passage.

LEANS PASSAGE
(Types 1 and 2):

65.5%
PASS

LEANS DEFEAT

(Types 4 and 5):

20% PASS

TIGHT RACES
(Type 3):

6%
PASS

A 2) 3) 4) (5)

FIGURE 4.1.6: Distribution of passage rates across condensed categories of
competitive dynamic

Passage rates are also revealing for the condeasegbries. These are display
above in Figure 4.1.6he pasage rate for passatganing contests was over three tir
higher than any other condensed category, suggesignstability of polls as an indicat
if a contest’s outcome competitivene

Measures of campaign “spending strength” were coagdwhich held the leve
of spending constant to the size of the state iichvit occurred. This was done in orc
to facilitate crosstate analysis of spending. In Figure 7, these “spending ength”
measures are deployeda comparison of mearesspending strength across the

condensed categories.
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LEANS
PASSAGE:

YES
SPENDING
STRENGTH

(0.91)

TIGHT
RACE:

YES
SPENDING
STRENGTH

(0.93)

LEANS
DEFEAT:
YES

SPENDING
STRENGTH

(1.31)

A) ) @) 5)

FIGURE 4.1.7: Mean Yes spending strength of initiative contests typed into
condensed competitive dynamic categories

TheYesspending strength is greatest in contests whiaghtieaards defeaYes
campaigns spethe leas strongly when the contest leaned towards passdug
relationship was not as distinct as the relatignbletween condensed categories No
spending strengthin sum, the strategic financing demonstrated bydtta in Figure
4.1.7 would distort estimates of the effectivenskY esspending downwards towar
zero.

Figure 4.1.&ontainsNo campaign mean spending strength numbers, sort
the 3 condensed competitiveness categcThe results show théto money tended to

strongest in tight races and weakest in thosetsituahich lean towards passe
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LEANS

NO DEFEAT
SPENDING NO
LEANS STRENGTH SPENDING
PASSAGE: (1.49) STRENGTH
NO SPEND. (1.20)
STRENGTH
(0.59)
o (2) 3) 4) 5

FIGURE 4.1.8: Mean No spending strength of initiative contests typed by
condensed competitive dynamic categories

No spending istrongest in situations where the competitive dyinauggests
tight race No spending was weakest in races that were likeend in passa.
FurthermoreNo spending was, on average, twice as strong in dsritest leane
towards defeat as it was contests that leaned towards passage. This progideésnce
thatNo campaigns are either unable or unwilling to pubueses into contests that
likely to win, and most likely to spend the stroagim tigh-races. In general th
strategic financing do campaigns would cause researchers to overestitms

effectiveness oo spending
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Design #2: Wilson typingand initiative contest outcomes

Below, Figure 4.2.1 contains a representation @f bontest types wel

distributed within the datase

COST DISTRIBUTION

N NARROW BROAD
Z INTEREST GROUP CLIENT POLITICS:
o POLITICS:
=E
- & 9 CONTESTS | 17 CONTESTS
o |%] (10%) (19%)
m =
UI_) TYPE 1 | TYPE 2
A TYPE 3 | TYPE 4
i P
L g 15 CONTESTS| 50 CONTESTS
2 g|re%) (55%)
L
m ENTREPRENEURIAL

POLITICS: MAJORITARIAN POLITICS:

FIGURE 4.2.1: Wilson types — total occurrences and percentages of sample

An unrivaled majority (55%) of the contests fall hwit the Majoritarian Politics categor
The least contests occur in the Interest GrougiE®kategory (10%). Occurrences
initiative contestation appear to be closely catesd to the presence of broad po
stakes on either side of tYes/Ndivide.

Figure 4.2.2, seen below, shows the passage rat®8son-typed contests. TF
Wilson typing contains a distribution of passagesdhaisuggests significant associati
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between broad benefits and increasing passage Taesame holds true, thougightly

less so, for an association between broad costgarehsing passage rat

COST DISTRIBUTION

N____NaRrROW BROAD
% ::ll\lc;l'ﬁ?issT GROUP CLIENT POLITICS:
= [5| o wiNs | 3 WINS
2 3| (0%) (17.6%)
UI_) TYPE 1 | TYPE 2
a TYPE 3 | TYPE 4
= [g| 5 WINS | 19 WINS
% 5| (33.3%) | (38%)
m ENTREPR'ENEURIAL MAJORITARIAN POLITICS:

FIGURE 4.2.2: Initiative passage distribution across Wilson-typed contests

The passage rate for the entire sample was 2¢f Types 3 and 4 contests ¢
aggregatedlo show the passage rate for contests where berzefits were bein
contested, the passage rate for this categ37%. Conversely, the passage rate
contests with narrow benefits (Types 1 and 2) waeage11.5.At 38% the passac
rate is the lghest for Majoritarian Politic-type situations. Passage rates were se
highest for Entrepreneurial Politics contests. &mteneurial politics contests seld

ended in passage (17%). Zero of the Interest GRalitics contests ended in pass
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Thenext graphic (Fig. 4.2.3) shows the distributiomaany esvoting within the
Wilson+typed sample of contests. As was expected givepdhsage rate distribution, t

largest meatY esvoting was solidly within the Majoritarian Politicategory

COST DISTRIBUTION

N NARROW BROAD
Z INTEREST GROUP CLIENT POLITICS:
O POLITICS:
5 |2 0 0

[1°9
(e
UI_) TYPE 1 | TYPE 2
a TYPE 3 | TYPE 4
= 2 (1) (1)
TR
= mip i
L
m ENTREPRENEURIAL
POLITICS: MAJORITARIAN POLITICS:

FIGURE 4.2.3: Distribution of mean Yes-voting across Wilson-typed contest

Entrepreneurial Politics has a very respectable #8%nY esvoting rate, making it
close second to Majoritarian Politics across timseshsion. As with passage rate:
broad benefitting contest (Types 3 and 4) attrtsnosiYesvoting on average

At this point in the analysis, campaign financeadatintegrated into the 9
initiative contest dataset of Design #2. A measdir8pending Strength fcYesandNo
campaigns was constructed in order to hold initgatipending levels relative to the sc
of campaign spending required to compete withinsfieciic context of a given stat
Figure 4.2.2 shows how the spending strenglYescampaigns was distributed acr«

the 4 Wilson types.
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COST DISTRIBUTION

N NARROW BROAD
INTEREST GROUP CLIENT POLITICS:
POLITICS:

=S

3

2 1.73 | 1.20

E [ [

=

TYPE 1 |TYPE 2
TYPE 3 | TYPE 4

1.02 | 0.53

ENTREPRENEURIAL
POLITICS: MAJORITARIAN POLITICS:

BROAD

BENEFIT DISTRIBUTION

FIGURE 4.2.4: Mean Yes spending strength distribution of Wilson typed-contests

This distribution is very much the inverse of tlaelier distributionsYescampaign
spending strength is closely and positively relatethe engagement of narrow intere
particularly narrow benefits. Interest Group cotgdsetween narrow intereshave the
strongestYesspending by fafor any category. Majoritarian conflicts have an equ
decisive lack of spending strength Yescampaigns.

In Figure 4.2.5, the analysis turnsNo spendingNo campaign spending strenc
averages are presented across W-typed contest distribution. Interest Group Poli
situations have by far the greatest mNo spending strength. Narrolenefitting
contests have, on average, over twice as much spesttength behind theNo

campaigns.
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COST DISTRIBUTION

N NARROW BROAD
Z INTEREST GROUP CLIENT POLITICS:
O POLITICS:
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2 15| 1.97 | 1.58
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o
UI_) TYPE 1 |TYPE 2
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= 13 0.96 | 0.56
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L
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FIGURE 4.2.5: Mean No spending strength distribution of Wilson typed-contests

Overall, the results map out over 'Yesspending strength results with remarke

consistency. The leallo campaign spending strength wasnd within Majoritarian

Politics situation.
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Design #3: Party Politics and the Initiative Proces

BALLOT CORRELATION BETWEEN YES
MEASURE VOTING AND DEMOCRATIC AFFILLIATION
9/0R/2000 -0.9417
87/0R/2000 -0.6019
95/0R/2000 -0.8161
5/2000/0R 0.9289
25/0R/2002 0.6696
36/0R/2004 0.8861
37/0R/2004 -0.8119
35/0R/2004 -0.8192
14/0R/2004 0.8291
43/0R/2006 -0.8975
40/0OR/2006 -0.9315
48/0OR/2006 -0.5952

42/0R/2006 -0.4489
47/0R/2006 -0.4933

Table 3: Coefficients of correlations between a county’s Yes voting on a ballot
measure and its level of connection with the Democratic Party

In Table 3, seen above, the correlational coefiitcie presented for each initiative
contest between county-levéésvoting and Democratic Party attachment. Coeffitgen
range from a high of 0.9289 for Oregon’s 2000 Mea%y to a low of -0.9417 for
Oregon’s 2000 Measure 9. The closest any contesé&ficient came to zero was 0.4489
for Oregon’s 2006 Measure 42. Six of the measweaye correlated below -0.8. Three of
the measures were correlated above 0.8. Five ah#asures correlated somewhere

between -0.8 and 0.8.

102



— Chapter 5 —
Discussion

This chapter begins with a discussion of the tssafl Design #1. This author
interprets that the data shows strategic decisiakimg in the financing o¥ esandNo
campaigns. Policy-demanding individuals and graygee the most money to initiatives
that appeared in danger of going “the wrong wayekt\the results from Design #2 are
discussed. Evidence will be discussed which docieaea recurrent pattern wherein
broad interest engagement is connected to weakdspewalues and high passage rates.
The inverse is also true, a trend connects nambevast engagement in contests with
high spending levels and low passage rates.

Finally, the results for Design #3 will be examdnén Design #3, variation was
observed as to whether or not initiatives reliedlarately or highly on partisan-
structured coalitions to constitute th¥iesvote. Additionally, considerable variation was
also observed in regards to which side of the gamntdivide initiatives built theiYes
coalitions with.

This chapter then evaluates the hypotheses prd@ddier in the Methods
chapter. The hypotheses were all supported, talegeee or another, by the findings.
This chapter then concluded with a discussion eflithitations of this study and an

evaluation of how future research should proceed.
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Design #1: Picking Losers?

This analysis was built around claims about tha&tstjic behavior of the policy-
demanders who finance initiative campaigns. Doesmoney really tend to flow
towards floundering initiative efforts? Does thedeof campaign spending generally
track with the competitiveness of initiative conggs

The testing of the typing instrument demonstratedasonable overlap between
contest typing and contest outcomes. In terms tf passage rates and me@svoting.
The measures of spending strength were presentid tontext of condensed contest
categories in Figures 4.1.9 and 4.1.10. The nYemspending strength was lowest in
situations which leaned towards passage, and sodegrobability of defeat increased.
Interestingly, the most dramatic association betwesenpetitiveness and me#es
spending strength occurred in situations whichdeamost heavily towards defeat. This
relationship provides support for the assumptioift mto recent research which controls
for a tendency ofesmoney to be made available to more vulnerabl@thies.'*?

The mearNo spending strength distribution contains an everendoamatic level
of variation.No campaigns had the strongest spending in tighsrdodgerms of strategic
behavior No-demanding actors appeared to have one tendenci \dm opposite from
Yesdemanding actor¥ esdemanding actors spent the strongest when defeates] the

most likely. Their commitment to the initiative eft was stickier, and the decision to cut

their losses when the odds changed was more difficu

3 Stratmann (2005), de Figueiredo et al. (2011)
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No-demanding actors spent the least when their diséavinitiatives seemed on
course to pass. Perhaps this speaks tbltheampaigns’ tendency to have an easier time

cutting off funding to initiative efforts once ewddce suggests they are futile.

Design #2: Majoritarian initiative success on the ltzeap?

The results of Design #2 largely comport with timelings of other researchers
who used the Wilson typology within the contextlué initiative process. In keeping
with past studies, a majority of initiative contestere found to be situations of
Majoritarian Politics. Moreover, EntrepreneurialiBocs contests covered another 16% of
the sample. This means that 71% of the initiatmetests concerned policy changes
which would have brought broadly distributed betsetd the citizenry. Passage rates
were highest for majoritarian initiatives. This @nithes some of the normative
implications made about the distribution of occonoes of different contest types.
Passage rates are significantly higher for contekish benefit broad groups.

MeanYesspending strength was the highest in Interest Rulitics contests.
This corresponds with the strategic behavior exqekeof individuals and groups. A
narrow group has the resources to spend stronglygdport its interests. If that narrow
group is in competition with another narrow, welenced interest, then it makes sense
that the spending would be the strongest.

MeanYesspending strength was the lowest for Majoritariatties-type

initiative contests. It was less than one third tifdnterest Group Politics-type contests.
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Once again, these findings comport with the undedihg of the logic of collective
action. Broad interests have less ability to spenohgly. In the distribution of mearfes
spending across the Wilson typoloddesspending increases in concert with the
opportunities and incentives created by the redbreadth or narrowness of interests at
stake in initiative contests.

Strikingly, the Majoritarian Politics-type initiae contests had the highest
passage rate. Taken with their relatively sifaéspending strength, this means that
situations of majoritarian politics allowed polidgmanders to pass a relatively large
amount of initiatives for a low amount Wesspending. However, the pattern also holds
true for narrow-narrow contests. Interest Grouptiésttype contests had the highest
levels ofYesspending strength, and zero passages to showv for i

This means that botfiesandNo money were targeted towards a set of initiatives
that were very unlikely to win in the first plaEhese numbers suggest an omitted
variable that could bias estimates of the effec@as of spending downwards towards
zero. In terms oNo spending strength, it was highest in Interest @Grealitics-type
contests as well. Also, just liRéesspendingNo spending was weakest in majoritarian
contests. Once again, the logic suggestsNbaspending strength rises in concert with
opportunity and incentive. The relationship betwpassage rates and estimates of
spending efficacy cuts the opposite wayNdf spending is targeted towards contests
which are likely to fail, then a model that excladhis tendency is likely to overestimate

the effectiveness dfo spending.
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The results indicate a relationship between araine contests Wilson types a
1) its odds of ending in passage and 2) the predakikls of spending. In Figure 5.:
below, it has been documented howjoritarian initiative contests provide a strate
situation which, excluded from one’s models, meYesspending appear less neces¢

as an ingredient for passi-seekers.

MAJORITARIAN
POLITICS

STRATEGIC
BEHAVIOR
HIGHER
Letrioon
AMOUNTS OF
SPENDING

FIGURE 5.2.1: Relationship between majoritarian initiative contests, spending,
and passage rates

Figure 5.2.2, seen below, displays the other gira®tuation to account fo
where narrow actors, particularly when competinthwther narrow actors, will pol
lots of resources into contests which begin witim shitial oddsof passage to wor
against. Models of the influence of money in atitte contests which turn a blind eye
the tendency of narrow money to “pick losers” wiliss the deeper causality whi

organizes initiative politic
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AMOUNTS OF
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FIGURE 5.2.2: Relationship between narrow-narrow initiative contests, spending,
and passage rates

Design #3:0utside party politics?

The findings affirned the expectations set blypotheses 3.1 and .. For several
of the initiatives in the 1-contest sample, Democratic affiliation was poslgi
correlated at a coefficient above 0.9. Additionalhere were several initiatives that w
negatively correlated at a coefficient bel-0.9. Moreover, on @y of the initiatives
partisan affiliation was not related to initiativeting in any meaningful way. Though t
proportion of this small sample reveals a tenddgoaards initiatives which rely o
Democratic coalitions to turn oYesvotes, the longiktory of direct democracy sugge
that it is not the creature of any one party foy amstained amount of tin

Below, in Figure 5.3.1a scatterplot shows a correlation between cc-level
Democratic partyaffiliation, and count-level voting on Oregn’s 2000 Ballot Measur
5. Ballot Measure 5 was a gun control initiativeisthwould have expanded t

circumstances requiring a background check wheariins possession was transfer
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Measure 5 is featured because it was the contéiséisample where county Democratic
affiliation was correlated the strongestvtesvoting. The correlation coefficient was

0.93.

Oregon's 2000 Ballot Measure 5
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20 *

10

FIGURE 5.3.1: Relationship between county-level Democratic Party affiliations
and voting on Oregon’s Ballot Measure 5 (2000)

In the example of Ballot Measure 5, a countiegelef affiliation with the
Democratic Party was highly and positively corretatvithYesvoting. This gun control
initiative was passed along almost entirely theeséines of political division as the
presidential election that would come 4 years ldtbe measure apparently relied over

90% on the same coalition of voters that favor Dematic candidates.
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Oregon's 2000 Ballot Measure 9

80

70

60
50

40 ¢ 9/0R/2000
* \
30 —— Linear (9/0R/2000)

20

10

0 T T T 1
0 20 40 60 80

FIGURE 5.3.2: Relationship between county-level Democratic Party affiliations
and voting on Oregon’s Ballot Measure 9 (2000)

The correlational coefficient was even strong@r9417), though in the opposite
direction for Ballot Measure 9. Ballot measure Qudohave prohibited public schools
from encouraging, promoting, sanctioning, or insting on homosexual or bisexual
behaviors. Like Ballot Measure 5, this was a clasecial issue initiative contest. Figure
5.3.2, seen above, displays a scatterplot comparocwunties’ level of Democratic
affiliation with its level ofYesvoting on Measure 9. Democratic Party affiliatioasv
strongly correlated with lower levels ¥esspending. It should be noted, that in
comparison to Fig. 5.3.1’s scatterplot on Measurh® data points are clustered closer to
the linear best fit line. This indicates more corseses within the Democratic Party on

how to vote on Measure 9.

110



Oregon's 2006 Measure 42
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FIGURE 5.3.3: Relationship between county-level Democratic Party affiliations
and voting on Oregon’s Ballot Measure 42 (2006)

In Figure 3.3.3, seen above, a scatterplot is fedtwhich illustrates the
relationship between a counties’ level of Democratfiliation and its level ok esvoting
on Measure 42. Measure 42 was featured becausss itnwhis correlational analysis that
the lowest level of significance was found. Therelation coefficient was -0.4489.
Measure 42 was an insurance regulation reformatnig. It is either an Interest Group
Politics or a Client Politics situation initiatiwéa the Wilson typology. It makes sense
from a theoretical point of view that interest goqaolitics around a low-salience issue
would produce this sort of voting, where partylafion seems to be a minimal factor in

organizing behavior. However, it should be noteat the low correlation in this instance
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is probable more a case of the poor performandéeafsure 42 across all categories. The
measure failed with a meager 3%%svote.

Overall, the small sample of 14 contests rangewh finigh to moderate levels of
association between county-level initiative votargl partisan attachment. This suggests
that, even if parties do not control initiative gpigk on an organizational level, partisan
loyalties in the legislature are critical to shapavoter’s decisions in the initiative arena.
The findings here cast doubt on the notion thdbbalitiative contests exists outside of

party politics in some substantive way.

Conclusions

Hypothese#1.1and1.2 pertain to a tendency for spending to be maddablai
in more competitive situationblypothesis #1.predicted thalfesspending would be
weakest in contests which leaned the hardest t@yzasgsage and strongest in contests
which leaned the most towards defeat. Figure 4llidrates the data which affirmed
this hypothesisHypothesis #1.predicted that the spending fdb campaigns would be
strongest in the most competitive (Type 3) situgidl he findings, displayed in Figure
4.1.9, affirmed this hypothesis.

Hypothese#2.1 — 2.5ertained to Design #Blypothesis #2.predicted which
situations spending strength would be the highedttle lowest fol¥ esandNo
campaigns. The findings supported the hypotheggmnding strength for bottiesand
No campaigns was strongest in situations of Inteéestip Politics and weakest for

Majoritarian Politics. Furthermorélypothesis #2.2nd2.3were also confirmed by the
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data — high spending strength was associated aitiow costs and benefits, and low
spending strength was associated with broad cosdtbenefits. Hypothesé®.4 — 2.6
anticipated that passage rates would be assoacidtiedVilson type in the opposite way
as campaign spending strength. Majoritarian pasligicd broad interests would be
associated with high passage rates. Narrow inteaest interest group politics were
associated with low passage rates. These hypothesedorne out by the results of the
analyses.

Hypothese#3.1and3.2 were written for Design #3. The first hypothesgi8.Q)
predicted variability in the degree of associati@tween county-level partisan
attachment andfesvoting on initiatives. The levels of associatiomuatly varied only
from moderate to very high levels of correlatiomthwo examples of distributions that
didn’t map at least moderately closely over thadtrre of partisan attachments.
Sometimes partisan attachment maps out oveY éseoting in a manner that makes
them look like virtually the same thing. At oth@nés they appear to be moderately less
determinative. In sum, the evidence here suggeatdallot initiative contests do not
take place outside or independent of party politicany truly substantive sense. The
second hypothesi#8.2)predicted variability in the directionality of assation, if and
where it did exist. This hypothesis was affirmedivy findings, wherein there were

several highly significant associations in bothediions within a relatively small sample.
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Limitations

This section accounts for the limitations of thee@rch design. First come some
broad explanatory limitations related to generdiildg, contingency, and the
heterogeneity of variables. At this point, the getthen goes through the limitations of
each of the three research designs, beginning@atign #1 and ending with Design #3.

The first set of limitations pertains to generaliity. Whether dealing with
money, breadth of interests engaged, or institatioanditions, it is difficult to generate
evidence of specific initiatives passing and fglimhich can support general conclusions
about why passage occurred when it did. Claimshgaothetically gain generalizability
if the sample were expanded to gain more casessanore contests. However, gains in
scope and parsimony can come with an explanatargiess to contingency. This thesis
looks at data from Zicentury initiative contests in California, Oregand Washington.

It would require caution to generalize from obséores of this sample to initiative
politics in other times and places.

Under Design #1, polling data was used to claghi#ycompetitive dynamic of
initiative contests. Polling data was not availdbleevery initiative contest. The
initiative contests with sufficient polling data meobviously not randomly selected. It is
probable that poling data was systemically incliteébcus dominantly on high-salience
contests at the exclusion of more low-profile cetgeThis might play a role in
explaining why so few narrow-narrow contests wdysesved in the sample. Sampling

errors like these critically limit the generalizityi of claims made in Design #1.
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Generalizations based on patterns in the sampit®tapply beyond high-salience
contests.

Explanations of initiative contest outcomes as® dimited by the contingency of
the political environment. Many authors have obsdr@merging changes in the basic
dynamics of political competitiolf* Changes in initiative politics (across statesjéss
areas, and time periods) limit the transferaboityny conclusions researchers can draw
about what causes initiative contests outcomes.

In regards to Design #1, the survey research waavailable for every initiative
contest. Moreover, it was not distributed uniformlighin the contests for which it was
available. Therefore, whatever qualities made itenlixely for an initiative to generate
polling data, those qualities distorted any attetotraw conclusions about the initaitve
process in generalized terms.

Resources limitations constrained this study’sitglib develop and implement
intercoder reliability procedures in Design #2 whie@ Wilsonian classification was
performed. Intercoder reliability procedures colige incorporated a larger number of
coders to better achieve their purpose. Additignallilson typing is inherently laden
with subjectivity. The analysis under Design #H8nsted by the capacity for researcher
bias to guide classification into the four Wilsaategories of cost-benefit distribution.

In Design #3, for simplicity’s sake, county-leyartisan attachment was was
represented in terms of John Kerry’'s vote perceniaghe 2004 presidential election.
There are endless reasons why this would fail ppuza Democratic attachment, from

candidate charisma to some other particularithat year (2004) which does not hold

144 Smith and Tolbert, “The Initiative to Party”; Mc@u and Stamboughyitiative-Centered Politics.
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true for the whole sample (2006 — 2000). This s®idyeasures of partisan attachment
are limited by the degree to which a county’s vfoteJohn Kerry in 2004 falls short of

capturing its democratic attachment from 2006 020

Further research

Future studies should look to the recurrent siuatdocumented in Design’s #1
and 2 to inform the econometric techniques appbetieasure the influence of money.
In regards to Approach #2, future studies shoubdt kat the relationship between Wilson
type and the regulations surrounding the initiatde regulations on the initiative
process affect what qualifies and passes in tefrdswibution of Wilson types. This
study has provided some broad evidence suggesiatghte initiative process allows
diffuse interests to overcome collective actiongbems. Future research should
rigorously elaborate how the initiative procesgbeajroups activate latent interests and
overcome collective action problems. The conditiand mechanisms underlying this
process must be better understood through futgesareh.

Though this author has attempted some basic sffibe normative implications
remain to be unpacked of the tendency, observéusrstudy as well as othel,for the
initiative process to promote participation andsaae for broad interests with limited
resources. In relation to an earlier observatiotyre studies should unpack the
implications of how best to regulate an initiatasena organized by “majoritarian”

political conflicts.

145 campbell, “The Citizen’s Initiative and Entreprerial Politics”; Donovan et al., “Contending Plager
and Strategies”; McCuan, Can't Buy Me Love”; deuggedo et al., “Financing Direct Democracy.”
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Additionally, Wilson typing procedures inherenlégk some precision, but
improvements could still be made by incorporatingyencoders and establishing more
rigorous procedures for selecting and briefingabeéers. This study incorporated this
author’s assessment of the concentration of carttabs within a measure committee’s
records. However, future studies could supplemeatnd@ent analysis of initiatives with a
more quantitatively precise procedure for measutegelative concentration or
diffusion of contributions — that is to say, measgmhether an initiative committee’s
war chest is composed of many small donationsfewehuge donations. This kind of
design would build onto the efforts of BraunstéihA technique such as this would build
further reliability and validity into Wilson typingrocedures through incorporating a
measure of felt stakes in initiative outcomes.

Further research into explaining initiative suscelsould embrace this study’s
emphasis on the power of institutionally-embeddgaanations. The ballot initiative
process as an institution of policymaking needsadetter understood both in its own
institutional terms and in the broader contexttbieo the policymaking institutions with
which it shares power. Future studies should examariations in success rates between
contests with varying degrees of alignment withtipan attachments. Multistate analyses
should look at whether successful initiatives agraroften built on non-party coalition
or the coalitions of parties. Furthermore, multstanalyses should answer whether
success was more often related to significantreéiaon a party coalition which is

respectively in or out of power in the statehouse.

146 Braunstein, “The Impact of Campaign Finance ordBé$sue Outcomes.”
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Though omitted from this paper, explanations nimestonsidered which examine
the importance of sequencing. How do the deterntsnainsuccess in the ballot initiative
process transform in response to an election yegckcal status as presidential,
midterm, or off-year? There is potential for a faating study which compares and
contrasts ballot initiative politics between palél cycles. The practical applications of
such a study could be enormous if it could effesdyiforecast the ideal year for trying to
pass a specific initiative.

Finally, future studies of the initiative processist describe nonpassage
objectives of initiative campaigns, and explain degree to which these objectives can
operate independently from passage objectives tovate initiative actors. Ballot
initiative politics is a dynamic and under-investigd institution of policymaking. Going
forward, explanations of ballot initiative contestsist acknowledge the range of passage
and nonpassage motivations which combine at theo$initiative politics to affect

changes in the processes, products, and politidembcratic government.

118



References

Allen, Ronald J. “The National Initiative ProposAlPreliminary Analysis,’/Nebraska
Law ReviewVol. 58, (1979) pgs. 1034-1036.

Ansolabehere, Stephen, John de Figueiredo, andsJamler. “Why is There so Little
Money in U.S. Politics?The Journal of Economic Perspectiygsl. 17, No.1,
(Winter 2003) pgs. 105-130.

Bawn, Kathleen, Martin Cohen, David Karol, Seth ketsHans Noel, and John Zaller.
“A Theory of Political Parties: Groups, Policy Dands and Nominations in
American Politics.’Perspectives on Politic¥ol. 10, No.3, (2012) pgs. 571-597.

Besley, Timothy, and Stephen Coate. “Issue Unbugdlia Citizens’ Initiatives.”
Quarterly Journal of Political Scien¢&ol. 3, No. 4, (December 2008)
pgs. 379-397.

Bowler, Shaun, and Todd Donovd»emanding Choices: Opinion, Voting, and Direct
DemocracyAnn Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1998.

Bowler, Shaun, and Todd Donovan, “Economic Condgiand Voting on Ballot
Propositions.’American Politics QuarterlyWol 22, No.1, (January 1994)
pgs. 27-40.

Braunstein, Richard. “The Impact of Campaign Fireaon Ballot Issue Outcomes.” In
Initiative-Centered Politics: The New Politics oir€ct Democracy, edited by
David McCuan and Steve Stambough. Durham: Cardlcsdemic Press, 2005.

California Business Roundtable website. “Studie$ Rasources.California Business
Roundtable and Pepperdine University School oflietolicy. Accessed online
on August 18, 2013. sttp://www.cbrt.org/studies-resources/

California Secretary of State website. “Cal-AccBssabase.California Secretary of
State Accessed online on August®2@®013. sttp://calaccess.ss.ca.gov/Campaign/

California Secretary of State website. “Statewitkecions: 2012-1990.California
Secretary of Staté\ccessed online on August'25013.
<http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/statewide-elattio

Campbell, Anne GSetting the Initiative Agenda: The Not-So-Silenjavity. Phd
dissertation, University of Colorado DepartmenPofitical Science. Ann Arbor:
UMI Company, 1998.

119



Campbell, Anne G., “The Citizen’s Initiative andtEpreneurial Politics: Direct
Democracy in Colorado, 1966-1994.” Paper preseattd¢ide Annual Meeting of
the Western Political Science Association, Tucgdh(March 1997).

Carmines, Edward G. and James A. Stim$ssue Evolution: Race and the
Transformation of American PoliticBrinceton NJ: Princeton University Press,
1989.

Coate, Stephen. “Pareto improving campaign fingrudiey,” American Economic
ReviewVol. 94, No. 3, (2004) pgs. 628-655.

Cobb, Roger W., and Charles D. Eldearticipation in American Politics: The
Dynamics of Agenda-Buildin@oston: Allyn and Bacon, 1972, 1983.

Coleman, Jameg&oundations of Social ControCambridge: Belknap Press of Harvard
University, 1998.

Cook, Timothy EMaking Laws and Making Newg/ashington DC: The Brookings
Institution, 1989.

Cronin, Thomas EDirect Democracy: The Politics of Initiative, Rededum, and Recall.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1989.

de Figueiredo, John, Chi Ho Ji, and Thad Kousg$endncing Direct Democracy:
Revisiting the Research on Campaign Spending a@imeg Initiatives,”The
Journal of Law, Economics, & Organizatidol. 37, No. 3 (2011).

Donovan, Todd, Shaun Bowler, David McCuan, and Kemandez, “Contending
Players and Strategies: Opposition Advantagesiiiative Campaigns,” In
Citizens as Legislators: Direct Democracy in theitdd Stateskds. Todd
Donovan, Shaun Bowler, and Caroline Tolbert, Cddus Ohio State University
Press, (1998) pgs. 80-104.

Dunn, William.Public Policy AnalysisFifth Edition. Pearson Press, 2011.

Elway Research website. “The Elway PolEfivay Research, Inéccessed online on
August 18", 2013. <http://www.elwayresearch.com/elwaypoll.btm

Field Poll website. “Poll Archive.Filed Poll. Accessed online on August'15013.
<http://www.field.com/fieldpollonline/subscribers/

Garrett, Elizabeth, and Elisabeth Gerber. “Monethim Initiative and Referendum
Process: Evidence of its effects and prospectseform.” InThe Battle Over

120



Citizen Lawmakingedited by M. Dane Waters. Durham: Carolina Academ
Press, 2001.

Gerber, Elizabeth. “Direct Democracy.” lHigar Handbook on Public Law and Public
Choice edited by D.A. Farber and A.J. O'Connell, Massaekts: Edward
Publishing Group, 2010.

Hacker, Jacob S., and Paul Piersaimner-Take-All Politics: How Washington Made the
Rich Richer — and Turned Its Back on the MiddlasSIBoston: Simon &
Schuster, 2011.

Heiser, P.F., and M.E. Begay. “The Campaign to &#is Tobacco Tax in
MassachusettsAmerican Journal of Public Healtlvol. 87, No. 6, (June 1997)
pgs. 968-973.

Hero, RodneyFaces of Inequality: Social Diversity in Americaalics. Oxford
University Press, 2000.

Jacobson, Gary. “Money and Votes Reconsidered: &ssmpnal Elections 1972-1982.”
Public ChoiceVol. 47, (1985) pgs. 7-62.

Jacobson, Gary Gloney in Congressional ElectionrSumberland: Yale University
Press, 1980.

Ipsos website. “Reuters Polldpsos/Reuters PolAccessed online on August'152013.
<http://www.ipsos-na.com/news-polls/reuters-polls/

Ji, Chang Ho. “California’s Direct Democracy 197898: Predictors, Outcome, and
Issues.” Paper presented at the Annual Meetiriggo¥Western Political Science
Association, Seattle, 1998.

Kau, James B. Donald Keenan, and Paul H. RubirGéieral Equilibrium Model of
Congressional Voting.The Quarterly Journal of Economicgol. 2, (1982)
pgs. 271-293.

Kingdon, John WAgendas, Alternatives, and Public Policiekarper Collins Publishers,
1984.

Lascher Jr., Edward L., Michael G. Hagen, and StéveRochlin. “Gun Behind the
Door? Ballot Initiatives, State Policies and Pal@pinion.” The Journal of
Politics, Vol. 58, No. 3, (August 1996) pgs. 760-775.

Lee, Eugene C. “California.” IReferendums: A Comparative Study of Practice and
Theory,edited by David Butler and Austin Ranney. WaslondD.C.: AEI, 1978.

121



Little, Daniel. “Causing public opinionUnderstanding SocietyAccessed online on
September 18 2013. (Published Nov. 7, 2008) <http://understagsbciety.
blogspot.com/2008/ 11/causing-public-opinion.kml

Little, Daniel. “Explanatory Autonomy and Colemameat.” Theoria (2012)
pgs. 137-151.

Little Daniel, “Microfoundationalism,Understanding Societyaccessed online on
September'®, 2013, (June 28, 2011) <http://understandingsegiebaledition.
wordpress.com/2011/06/28/microfoundationalrsm/

Little, Daniel.Varieties of Social ExplanatioBoulder: Westview Press, 1991.

Lowenstein, David. “Campaign Spending and Ballatg@sitions: Recent Experience,
Public Choice Theory, and the First AmendmebiCLA Law Review,
Vol. 86 (1982)

Lowi, Theodore J. “Four Systems of Policy, Politiaad Choice.Public Administration
Review Vol. 32, No. 4, (1972) pgs. 298-310.

Lupia, Arthur, and John Matsusaka. “Direct Demograd¢ew Approaches to Old
QuestionsAnnual Review of Political Sciendéol. 7, (2004) pgs. 463-482.

Lydenberg, SteverBankrolling Ballots: The Role of Business in FiniagcState Ballot
Question Campaign€ouncil on Economic Priorities, 1979.

Oregon Secretary of State website. “ORESTAR Dawmb&yegon Secretary of State.
Accessed online on August®®013. <http://oregonvotes.org/index.html

Magelby, David. “Direct Elections in the United &ts” InReferendums Around the
World, edited by David Butler and Austin Ranney. WastongDC: The AEI
Press, 1994.

Magelby, DavidDirect Legislation: Voting on Ballot Propositions the United States
Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 1984.

Mastro, Randy M., Deborah C. Costlow, and Heids&achez. “Taking the Initiative:
Corporate Control of the Referendum Process Thrddgdia Spending and What
to Do About It.”"Federal Communications Law Journafol. 32, (1980)
pgs. 315-269.

Mastsusaka, John Gor the Many or the Few? The Initiative Public Rgli and
American DemocracyChicago: University of Chicago Press, 2004.

122



McConnell, Allan. “Policy Success, Policy FailunedaGrey Areas In-BetweenJournal
of Public Policy Vol. 30, No. 3, (2010) pgs. 245-262.

McCuan, David, and Steve Stamboulfgtitiative-Centered Politics: The New Politics of
Direct Democracy.Durham: Carolina Academic Press, 2005.

McCuan, David. “Can’t Buy Me Love: Interest Grougatsis and the Role of Political
Professionals in Direct Democracy.” Iimtiative-Centered Politics: The New
Politics of Direct Democracy,gdited by David McCuan and Steve Stambough.
Durham: Carolina Academic Press, 2005.

National Institute on Money in State Politics. “®t®verview: California 2012.” Follow
the Money database. Follow the Money website. 8seé online on November
18", 2013.
<www.followthemoney.org/database/state_overviemphs=CA&y=2012>

Olson, MancurThe Logic of Collective Actio@ambridge: Harvard University Press,
1965.

Oregon Secretary of State website. “Election Histarchive.” Oregon Secretary of
State Accessed online on August'2®013.
<http://oregonvotes.org/pages/history/archive/nkgni>

Owens, John R., and Larry L. Wade. “Campaign Spendn California Ballot
Propositions, 1924-1984: Trends and Voting Effécibie Western Political
Quarterly, Vol. 39, No. 4, (1986) pgs. 675-689.

Poole, Keith T., and Thomas Romer. “Patterns otftieal Action Committee
Contributions to the 1980 Campaigns for the U.8us$¢ of Representatives.”
Public ChoiceVol. 37 (1985).

PPIC website. “Statewide Survey®ublic Policy Institute of CaliforniaAccessed
online on August 18, 2013. <http://www.ppic.org/main/series.asp?i=12

PPP website. “Polls Public Policy Polling.Accessed online on August',52013.
<http://www.publicpolicypolling.com/main/polks/

Reason-Rupe website. “Reason-Rupe Data ArchRedson-Rupéiccessed online on
August 18, 2013. <http://reason.com/poll/data-archive

Rogers, Todd T., and Joel A. Middleton, “Are Balloitiatives Influenced by the
Campaigns of Independent Groups? A Precinct-Rarmmhi-ield Experiment,”
HKS Faculty Research Working Paper Series, RWRIERNovember 2012) .

123



Schmidt, David DCitizen Lawmakers: The Ballot Initiative Revolutiéthiladelphia:
Temple University Press, 1989.

Shockley, John S. “Direct Democracy, Campaign Feeaand the CourtsUniversity of
Miami Law Reviewyol. 39, (1985) pgs. 377-428.

Shockley, John SThe Initiative Process in Colorado Politics: An AssmentBoulder
Bureau of Governmental Research and Services gdsity of Colorado, 1980.

Sinclair, BarbaraThe Transformation of the U.S. Send&altimore: John Hopkins
University Press, 1989.

Smith, Daniel A., and Caroline J. Tolbert. “Thetiative to Party: Partisanship and
Ballot Initiatives in California.’Party Politics Vol. 7, No. 6, (2001)
pgs. 739-757.

Stinchombe, Arthur L. “The Conditions of Fruitfubseof Theorizing About Mechanisms
in Social Science.Philosophy of Social Sciencésol. 21, No. 3, (Sept. 1991).

Stratmann, Thomas. “Are Contributors Rational? dgliag Strategies of Political
Action Committees.Journal of Political Economyol. 100, No. 3, (July 1992)
pgs. 647-664.

Stratmann, Thomas. “Some talk: Money in politicpartial) review of the literature.”
Public Choice Vol. 124, (2005).

Stratmann, Thomas. “The Effectiveness of Moneyatlid Measure Campaigns.”
Southern California Law Reviewol. 78 (2005).

Sundquist, James Dynamics of the Party SysteRevised Edition. Brookings
Institution Press, 1983.

Survey USA website. “Election PollsSurvey USAAccessed online on August™,5
2013. < http://www.surveyusa.com/electionpollsxasp

USC Dornsife website. “PACE/USC Rossier School @fiéation Poll.”University of
California Dornsife Rossier School of Educatidtcessed online on August®,5
2013. <http://dornsife.usc.edu/unruh/psll/

USC Dornsife website.”USC Dornsife/Los Angeles Tenoll.” University of California
Dornsife and Los Angeles Timéscessed online on August,5013.
<http://dornsife.usc.edu/usc-dornsife-los-angeleses-pollF

124



Washington Poll website. “Poll Archives.” Accessedine on August 18 2013.
The Washington Polkhttp://www.washingtonpoll.org/archives.html

Washington State Public Disclosure Commission web%bsearch the Database.”
Washington State Public Disclosure Commission. gse@online on August 28
2013. ttp://www.pdc.wa.gov/MvcQuerySystem/ Committee/
continuing_committees

Washington State Secretary of State website. “Elest& Voting: Research & Past
Results."Washington State Secretary of St#ecessed online on August®5
2013. <http://www.sos.wa.gov/elections/press.aspx

Weaver, R. Kent, and Bert A. Rockman. “Do Instibag Matter? Government
Capabilities in the United States and Abroad.” Wfagton DC: The Brookings
Institution, 1993.

Wilson, James Ql'he Politics of RegulatioNew York: Basic Books, 1980.

Wilson, Reid. “Initiative spending booms past $1Bcarporations sponsor their own
proposals.” GovBeat. Washington Post websitelish#d November'® 2013.
Accessed online.
<http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/govbeat/wi/20Q.1/08/initiative-
spending-booms-past-1-billion-as-corporations-spoitheir-own-proposals/>

Zaller, JohnThe Nature and Origins of Mass Opiniddambridge: Cambridge
University Press. 1992.

Zisk, Betty.Money, Media, and the Grass Radtewbury Park: Sage, 1987.

125



— Appendix A —
Design #1 Data

Below, in Table A.1, the data is presented forgy®ll under Design #1.
Columns are provided corresponding to initiativeniver, state, and year, the name of the
surveyor who conducted the poll, the date andd&fizke sample, the percentage who
respondedes No, and “Don’t Know,” and the competitive dynamic &/pumber
assigned to the poll. For a small portion of théspalata on sample size were not

available.

126



INITIATIVE SURVEY DATES SAMPLE | YES | NO | DON'T | TYPE
KNOW
SIZE % % %
GQR for USC Dornsife and | March 13-19,
30/CA/2012 LA Times '12 1500 64 33 1
30/CA/2012 PPIC April 3-10, '12 823 54 39 1
30/CA/2012 PPIC May 14-20, '12 2002 56 38 1
30/CA/2012 Field Poll May 21-29, '12 710 52 35 13 1
June 21-July 2,
30/CA/2012 Field Poll '12 997 54 38 12 1
PACE/USC for Rossier

30/CA/2012 School of Edu. Aug. 3-7,'12 1041 55 36 1
30/CA/2012 PPIC Sept. 9-16, '12 2003 52 40 1
30/CA/2012 Field Poll Sept 17-23,'12 902 51 36 13 1
30/CA/2012 USC Dornsife / LA Times Sept, '12 1504 54 37 9 1
30/CA/2012 Survey USA Oct. 7-9, '12 700 33 38 29 3
30/CA/2012 CA Business Roundtable Oct. 7-10, '12 830 | 49.5 | 41.7 8.8 3
30/CA/2012 Reason-Rupe Oct. 11-15, '12 696 50 46 4 3
30/CA/2012 PPIC Oct. 14-21, '12 2006 48 44 8 3
30/CA/2012 | CA Business Roundtable Oct. 21-28, '12 2115 | 49.2 | 42.9 7.8 3
30/CA/2012 Field Poll Oct. 17-30, '12 1912 48 38 14 2
31/CA/2012 PPIC Sept. 9-16, '12 2003 25 42 32 5
31/CA/2012 | CA Business Roundtable Oct. 7-10, '12 830 | 57.6 | 35.5 26.9 1
31/CA/2012 PPIC Oct. 14-21, '12 2006 24 48 28 5
31/CA/2012 | CA Business Roundtable Oct. 21-28, '12 2115 | 37.8 | 36.8 25.5 3
32/CA/2012 PPIC Sept. 9-16, '12 2003 42 49 9 3
32/CA/2012 Field Poll Sept. 6-18, '12 1183 38 44 18 3
32/CA/2012 USC Dornsife / LA Times Sept 17-23, '12 1504 36 44 20 3
32/CA/2012 | CA Business Roundtable Oct. 7-10, '12 830 | 51.4 | 38.3 10.3 1
32/CA/2012 Reason-Rupe Oct. 11-15, '12 696 45 48 7 3
32/CA/2012 PPIC Oct. 14-21, '12 2006 39 53 7 4
32/CA/2012 CA Business Roundtable Oct. 21-28, '12 2115 | 44.7 | 44.8 10.5 3
32/CA/2012 Field Poll Oct. 17-30, '12 1912 34 50 16 5
33/CA/2012 PPIC Sept. 9-16, '12 2003 25 42 32 5
33/CA/2012 CA Business Roundtable Oct. 7-10, '12 830 | 37.6 | 355 26.9 3
33/CA/2012 PPIC Oct. 14-21, '12 2006 24 48 28 5
33/CA/2012 CA Business Roundtable Oct. 21-28, '12 2115 | 37.8 | 36.8 25.5 3
34/CA/2012 USC Dornsife / LA Times Sept. 17-23, '12 1503 38 51 11 4
34/CA/2012 Survey USA Oct. 7-9, '12 700 32 48 20 5
34/CA/2012 CA Business Roundtable Oct. 7-10, '12 830 | 42.9 | 48.1 9 3
34/CA/2012 USC Dornsife / LA Times Oct. 15-21, '12 1504 42 45 13 3
34/CA/2012 CA Business Roundtable Oct. 21-28, '12 2115 | 413 | 479 10.8 3
34/CA/2012 Field Poll Oct. 17-30, '12 1912 45 38 17 3

Table A.1: Raw opinion poll data with competitive dynamic typing
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Table A.1: Raw opinion poll data with competitive dynamic typing (continued)

INITIATIVE SURVEY DATES SAMPLE | YES | NO | DON'T [ TYPE
KNOW
SIZE % % %

35/CA/2012 | CA Business Roundtable | Oct. 7-10, '12 830 77.8 | 13.6 8.6 1
35/CA/2012 | CA Business Roundtable Oct. 21-28, '12 2115 76.5 | 13.7 9.8 1
36/CA/2012 | USC Dornsife / LA Times | Sept. 17-23, '12 1504 66 20 14 1
36/CA/2012 | Survey USA Oct. 7-9, '12 700 44 22 34 1
36/CA/2012 | CA Business Roundtable | Oct. 7-10, '12 830 72 | 17.1 10.9 1
36/CA/2012 | USC Dornsife / LATimes | Oct. 15-21, '12 1504 63 22 15 1
36/CA/2012 | CA Business Roundtable Oct. 21-28, '12 2115 67.4 22 10.6 1
37/CA/2012 | USC Dornsife / LA Times | Sept. 17-23, '12 1504 61 25 14 1
37/CA/2012 | Survey USA Oct. 7-9, '12 700 39 30 31 3
37/CA/2012 | CA Business Roundtable | Oct. 7-10, '12 830 48.3 | 40.2 11.5 3
37/CA/2012 | CA Business Roundtable Oct. 21-28, '12 2115 39.1 | 50.5 10.5 5
38/CA/2012 | Field Poll Feb. 14-28, '12 344 45 48 7 3

GQR for USC Dornsife
38/CA/2012 | and LA Times Mar. 14-19, '12 1500 32 64 4 5
38/CA/2012 | Field Poll May 21-29, '12 710 42 43 15 3
38/CA/2012 | Field Poll 6/21-7/2,'12 997 46 46 8 3

PACE/USC for Rossier
38/CA/2012 | School of Edu. Aug. 3-7,'12 1041 40 49 11 4
38/CA/2012 | PPIC Sept. 9-16, '12 2003 45 45 11 3
38/CA/2012 | Field Poll Sept. 6-18, '12 902 41 44 15 3
38/CA/2012 | USC Dornsife / LATimes | Sept. 17-23,'12 1504 34 52 14 5
38/CA/2012 | CA Business Roundtable | Oct. 7-10, '12 830 419 | 45.9 12.2 3
38/CA/2012 | Reason-Rupe Oct. 11-15, '12 696 42 52 6 5
38/CA/2012 | PPIC Oct. 14-21,'12 2006 39 53 8 5
38/CA/2012 | CA Business Roundtable Oct. 17-30, '12 2115 33 | 54.1 12.8 5
38/CA/2012 | Field Poll 6/21-7/2,'12 1912 34 49 17 5
39/CA/2012 | Field Poll 6/21-7/2,'12 997 44 43 13 3
39/CA/2012 | Field Poll Sept. 6-18, '12 902 45 39 16 3
39/CA/2012 | USC Dornsife / LA Times | Sept. 17-23, '12 1504 51 29 20 1
39/CA/2012 | CA Business Roundtable Oct. 7-10, '12 830 60.6 | 25.1 14.3 1
39/CA/2012 | CA Business Roundtable | Oct. 21-28,'12 2115 54.5 | 28.5 17 1
80/0R/2012 | Survey USA Sept. 10-13, '12 700 37 41 22 3
80/0R/2012 | Survey USA Oct. 16-18, '12 700 36 43 21 3
80/0R/2012 | Elway Oct. 25-28,'12 405 42 49 9 4
82/0R/2012 | Survey USA Sept. 10-13, '12 700 27 43 31 5
82/0R/2012 | Survey USA Oct. 16-18, '12 700 28 53 19 5

Elway Research for The
82/0R/2012 | Oregonian Oct. 25-28,'12 405 28 66 6
83/0R/2012 | Survey USA Sept. 10-13, '12 700 28 39 33 4
83/0R/2012 | Survey USA Oct. 16-18, '12 700 26 54 20 5
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Table A.1: Raw opinion poll data with competitive dynamic typing (continued)

INITIATIVE SURVEY DATES SAMPLE | YES | NO | DON'T | TYPE
KNOW
SIZE % % %
83/0R/2012 Elway Oct. 25-28,'12 405 26 66 8 5
85/0R/2012 Survey USA Sept. 10-13, '12 700 14 21 65 3
85/0R/2012 Survey USA Oct. 16-18, '12 700 53 26 21 1
85/0R/2012 Elway Oct. 25-28,'12 405 52 33 14 1
502/WA/2012 | Elway Research July '11 408 54 43 1
502/WA/2012 | Elway Research Jan.'12 411 48 45 3
502/WA/2012 | Survey USA July 16-17, '12 630 55 32 13 1
502/WA/2012 | PPP Nov. 1-3, '12 932 53 44 1
19/CA/2010 Survey USA April 20, '10 500 56 42 1
19/CA/2010 PPIC May 9-16, '10 2003 49 48 3
19/CA/2010 Field Poll 6/22-7/5, '10 1005 44 48 3
19/CA/2010 PPP July 23-25, '10 614 52 36 12 1
19/CA/2010 Survey USA July 8-11, '10 614 50 40 11 1
19/CA/2010 Survey USA 8/21-9/1,'10 569 47 43 10 3
19/CA/2010 Field Poll Sept. 14-21, '10 599 49 42 9 2
19/CA/2010 Survey USA Sept 19-21, '10 610 47 42 11 3
19/CA/2010 PPIC Sept 19-26, '10 2004 52 41 1
19/CA/2010 Reuters/Ipsos Oct. 2-4,'10 448 43 53 5
19/CA/2010 PPIC Oct. 10-17,'10 2002 44 49 3
GQR for USC Dornsife

19/CA/2010 and LA Times Oct. 13-20, '10 922 39 51 10 5
19/CA/2010 Field for Sac. Bee Oct. 14-26, '10 1501 42 49 9 3
23/CA/2010 Field Poll 6/22-7/5, '10 1005 36 48 16 4
23/CA/2010 GQR for AV Sept. 15-22, '10 1511 40 38 22 3
23/CA/2010 Field Poll Sept. 14-21, '10 599 34 45 11 4
23/CA/2010 PPIC Sept. 19-26, '10 2004 43 42 15 3
23/CA/2010 Reuters/Ipsos Oct. 2-4,'10 600 37 49 14 4
23/CA/2010 PPIC Oct. 10-17,'10 2002 37 48 15 4
23/CA/2010 Field for Sac. Bee Oct. 14-26, '10 1501 33 48 19 5
24/CA/2010 PPIP Sept. 19-26, '10 2004 35 35 30 3
24/CA/2010 PPIP Oct. 10-17,'10 2002 31 38 31 3
25/CA/2010 Field Poll 6/22-7/5, '10 1005 65 20 15 1
25/CA/2010 Field Poll Sept. 14-21, '10 599 46 30 24 1
25/CA/2010 PPIC Sept. 19-26, '10 2004 48 35 17 2
25/CA/2010 Reuters/Ipsos Oct. 2-4,'10 600 58 29 13 1
25/CA/2010 PPIC Oct. 10-17,'10 2002 49 34 17 1
25/CA/2010 Field for Sac. Bee Oct. 14-26, '10 1501 48 31 21 1
73/0R/2010 Grove Insight Aug. 18-21, '10 600 62 21 16 1
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Table A.1: Raw opinion poll data with competitive dynamic typing (continued)

INITIATIVE SURVEY DATES SAMPLE | YES | NO | DON'T | TYPE
KNOW
SIZE % % %
73/0R/2010 Elway Oct. 18-19, '10 500 60 / / 1
74/0R/2010 Grove Insight Aug. 18-21,'10 600 41 46 13 3
74/0R/2010 Elway Oct. 18-19, '10 500 40 / / 5
75/0R/2010 Grove Insight Aug. 18-21, '10 600 35 51 14 5
75/0R/2010 Elway Research Oct. 18-19, '10 500 33 54 13 5
Elway Research for

76/0R/2010 The Oregonian Oct. 18-19, '10 500 60 23 17 1
1053/WA/2010 | Washington Poll May 23-30, '10 1252 60 24 16 1
1053/WA/2010 | Survey USA Aug. 26-29, '10 650 55 18 26 1
1053/WA/2010 | Survey USA 9/30-10/3, '10 639 56 19 25 1
1053/WA/2010 | Elway Research Oct. 7-10, '10 400 49 34 17 1
1053/WA/2010 | Elway Research Sept. 9-12,'10 500 48 27 25 1
1082/WA/2010 | Survey USA Sept. 9-12, '10 500 31 31 38 3
1082/WA/2010 | Elway Research Oct. 7-10, '10 400 31 40 29 3
1098/WA/2010 | Survey USA April 21, '10 500 66 27 6 1
1098/WA/2010 | Washington Poll May 3-23, '10 1252 58 30 10 1
1098/WA/2010 | Elway Research June 9-13, '10 405 46 46 8 3
1098/WA/2010 | PPP 7/27-8/1,'10 1204 41 41 18 3
1098/WA/2010 | Survey USA Aug. 26-29, '10 650 41 33 26 3
1098/WA/2010 | Elway Research Sept. 9-12,'10 500 44 42 14 3
1098/WA/2010 | Survey USA 9/30-10/3, '10 639 41 39 20 3
1098/WA/2010 | Elway Oct. 7-10, '10 400 41 48 11 3
1098/WA/2010 | Washington Poll 10/5-14 + 18-28 695 43 54 3 5
1098/WA/2010 | Survey USA Oct. 24-27,'10 504 34 56 10 5
1100/WA/2010 | Washington Poll May 3-23, '10 1252 52 37 8 1
1100/WA/2010 | Elway Research Sept. 9-12,'10 500 45 34 21 2
1100/WA/2010 | Elway Research Oct. 7-10, '10 400 42 44 14 3
1100/WA/2010 | Washington Poll Oct. 4-14,'10 500 47 49 1 3
1100/WA/2010 | Survey USA Oct. 24-27,'10 504 48 40 12 3
1105/WA/2010 | Elway Research Sept. 9-12,'10 500 41 33 26 3
1105/WA/2010 | Elway Research Oct. 7-10, '10 400 36 45 18 3
1107/WA/2010 | Survey USA Aug. 26-29, '10 650 42 34 24 3
1107/WA/2010 | Elway Research Sept. 9-12,'10 500 47 38 15 3
1107/WA/2010 | Survey USA 9/30-10/3, '10 639 52 29 19 1
1107/WA/2010 | Elway Research Oct. 7-10, '10 400 54 33 13 1
1107/WA/2010 | Washington Poll Oct. 4-14,'10 500 56 36 1
1107/WA/2010 | Survey USA Oct. 24-27,'10 504 56 36 1
2/CA/2008 Field Poll July 22, '08 / 63 24 13 1
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Table A.1: Raw opinion poll data with competitive dynamic typing (continued

INITIATIVE SURVEY DATES SAMPLE | YES | NO | DON'T | TYPE
KNOW
SIZE % % %

2/CA/2008 Field Poll Oct. 18-28, '08 966 60 27 13 1
3/CA/2008 Field Poll Sept. '08 / 47 35 18 2
4/CA/2008 Field Poll July 22, '08 / 48 39 13 3
4/CA/2008 PPIC Aug. 8, '08 2004 47 44 3
4/CA/2008 PPIC Sept. 8, '08 2004 48 45 3
4/CA/2008 PPIC Oct. 8, '08 2004 45 45 10 3
4/CA/2008 Survey USA Oct. 15-16, '08 800 43 35 22 3
4/CA/2008 PPIC Oct. 12-19, '08 / 46 44 10 3
7/CA/2008 Field Poll July 22, '08 / 63 24 13 1
7/CA/2008 Field Poll Oct. 18-28, '08 966 39 43 18 3
8/CA/2008 PPIC Aug. 8, '08 2004 40 52 8 5
8/CA/2008 PPIC Sept. 8, '08 2004 41 51 8 5
8/CA/2008 PPIC Oct. 8, '08 2004 44 48 12 3
8/CA/2008 Field Poll Oct. 18-28, '08 966 44 49 7 3
10/CA/2008 Field Poll Oct. '08 / 49 39 12 2
11/CA/2008 Field Poll July 22, '08 / 42 30 28 2
11/CA/2008 Field Poll Oct. 18-28, '08 966 45 30 25 1
985/WA/2008 Survey USA Sept. 5-7, '08 900 16 14 70 3
985/WA/2008 Survey USA Sept. 21-22, '08 900 20 13 67 3
985/WA/2008 Washington Poll | Oct. '08 / 45 43 12 3
985/WA/2008 Survey USA 10/30-11/2,'08 800 33 45 23 4
1000/WA/2008 Survey USA Sept. 5-7, '08 900 52 25 23 1
1000/WA/2008 Survey USA Sept. 21-22, '08 900 54 26 20 1
1000/WA/2008 Survey USA Oct. 12-13,'08 1000 49 32 19 1
1000/WA/2008 Survey USA 10/30-11/2,'08 800 55 40 5 1
1029/WA/2008 Washington Poll | Oct. '08 / 65 20 15 1
85/CA/2006 Field Poll Late Oct. '06 / 46 43 11 3
85/CA/2006 Field Poll July '06 / 44 45 11 3
86/CA/2006 Field Poll Late Oct. '06 / 45 45 10 3
86/CA/2006 Field Poll Late Sept. '06 / 53 40 1
86/CA/2006 Field Poll July '06 / 63 32 1
87/CA/2006 Field Poll Late Oct. '06 / 40 44 16 3
87/CA/2006 Field Poll Late Sept. '06 / 44 41 15 3
87/CA/2006 Field Poll July '06 / 52 31 17 1
90/CA/2006 Field Poll Late Oct. '06 / 35 42 23 3
90/CA/2006 Field Poll July '06 / 46 31 23 1
61/CA/2004 Field Poll Late Oct. '04 / 54 29 17 1
61/CA/2004 Field Poll Sept. '04 / 47 31 22 1
61/CA/2004 Field Poll Late Sept. '04 / 46 35 19 2
62/CA/2004 Field Poll May'04 / 50 37 13 1
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Table A.1: Raw opinion poll data with competitive dynamic typing (continued)
INITIATIVE | SURVEY DATES SAMPLE | YES | NO | DON'T | TYPE
KNOW
SIZE % % %

62/CA/2004 | Field Poll | Late Oct. '04 / 40 | 38 22 3
64/CA/2004 Field Poll | Aug.'04 / 21 41 38 5
64/CA/2004 Field Poll | Late Sept. '04 / 26 38 36 4
64/CA/2004 | Field Poll | Late Oct. '04 / 32| 37 31 3
66/CA/2004 Field Poll | May '04 / 76 14 10 1
66/CA/2004 | Field Poll | Aug.'04 / 69 | 19 12 1
66/CA/2004 Field Poll | Early Oct. '04 / 65 18 17 1
66/CA/2004 Field Poll | Oct. 21-24, '04 / 58 34 1
66/CA/2004 | Field Poll | Oct. 25-27,'04 / 46 | 47 3
67/CA/2004 Field Poll | Aug.'04 / 37 47 16 4
67/CA/2004 | Field Poll | Late Sept. '04 / 37 46 17 3
67/CA/2004 Field Poll | Late Oct. '04 / 37 50 13 5
71/CA/2004 Field Poll | July'04 / 45 42 13 3
71/CA/2004 | Field Poll | Late Sept. '04 / 46 39 15 3
71/CA/2004 | Field Poll | Late Oct. '04 / 54 37 9 1
62/CA/2004 Field Poll | Aug.'04 / 44 31 25 2
62/CA/2004 Field Poll | Early Oct. '04 / 44 31 25 2

Below, in Table A.2, the initiative contests in themple are shown alongside
their median polling typeyesandNo spending strength and aggregate spending (in

thousands of dollars), antesvote share values.
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INITIATIVE MEDIAN | YES SPENDING | NO SPENDING YES NO Vg:-'fE
POLL (S thousands) | (S thousands) | SPENDING | SPENDING %
TYPE STRENGTH | STRENGTH
30/CA/2012 1 53561 49280 3.27 2.94 55.4
31/CA/2012 4 5868 331 0.36 0.02 39.5
32/CA/2012 3 3 45568 72121 2.78 43.4
33/CA/2012 4 14900 269 0.91 0.01 45
34/CA/2012 3 393 6934 0.02 0.41 48
35/CA/2012 1 2969 0 0.18 0 81.3
36/CA/2012 1 2397 120 0.15 0 69.3
37/CA/2012 3 9477 44109 0.58 2.63 48.6
38/CA/2012 3 14558 40 0.89 0 28.7
39/CA/2012 1 32126 a4 1.96 0 61.1
80/0R/2012 3 50 4 0 0.4 46.6
82/0R/2012 5 2878 1354 291 2.43 28.3
83/0R/2012 5 2878 1354 2.91 2.43 29.2
85/0R/2012 1 1235 70 0.15 1.05 59.9
502/WA/2012 1 6171 16 1.24 0.01 55.7
19/CA/2010 3 3398 423 0.21 0.03 46.5
23/CA/2010 4 10467 35251 0.63 2.1 38.4
24/CA/2010 3 14583 15488 0.89 0.92 41.9
25/CA/2010 1 17908 9635 1.09 0.57 55.1
73/0R/2010 1 7 368 0.79 0 56.9
74/0R/2010 4 144 3 0 0.12 44.2
75/0R/2010 5 674 564 1.21 0.57 31.8
76/0R/2010 1 1581 3 0 1.34 69.2
1053/WA/2010 1 1505 1639 0.3 0.64 63.8
1082/WA/2010 3 3431 6019 0.69 2.37 40.9
1098/WA/2010 3 6423 6370 1.29 2.47 35.9
1100/WA/2010 3 6063 9170 1.22 3.56 46.6
1105/WA/2010 3 2744 0 0.55 0 35
1107/WA/2010 1 16043 427 3.22 0.17 39.6

Table A.2: Initiative contest Yes and No campaign spending strength and vote
share
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Table A.2: Initiative contest Yes and No campaign spending strength and vote

share (continued)

INITIATIVE MEDIAN | YES SPENDING | NO SPENDING YES NO V)g'?E
POLL (S thousands) | ($thousands) | SPENDING | SPENDING %
TYPE STRENGTH | STRENGTH
2/CA/2008 1 10314 8796 0.63 0.52 63.5
3/CA/2008 2 6893 0 0.42 0 55.4
4/CA/2008 3 2527 10325 0.15 0.62 48
7/CA/2008 2 29787 9286 1.82 0.55 35.5
8/CA/2008 4 41707 63494 2.55 3.79 52.2
10/CA/2008 2 22859 182 1.4 0.01 40.5
11/CA/2008 2 16742 1632 1.02 0.1 50.9
985/WA/2008 3 899 249 0.15 0.1 40
1000/WA/2008 1 5538 1695 1.11 0.66 57.8
1029/WA/2008 1 995 178 0.2 0.07 72.5
85/CA/2006 3 3797 6896 0.23 0.41 45.8
86/CA/2006 1 16446 66340 1.01 3.96 48.3
87/CA/2006 3 61342 92948 3.75 5.54 45.5
90/CA/2006 2 4029 14345 0.25 0.86 47.6
61/CA/2004 1 4521 0 0.27 0 41.7
62/CA/2004 2 2464 499 0.15 0.03 46.1
64/CA/2004 4 19479 3129 1.19 0.19 59
66/CA/2004 1 5037 71 0.28 0.3 47.3
67/CA/2004 4 6144 7288 0.38 0.37 28.4
71/CA/2004 3 25000 400 1.53 0.02 59.1
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— Appendix B —
Design #2 Data

Below, Table B.1 displays the data collected uri2iesign # 2 for the state of
California. So that the Wilson typing can be eviddaby the reader, a brief description
of the initiative’s substance is provided. Alsogeeted alongside each initiative contest
is YesandNo spending in thousands of dollars afekvote share. Following Table B.1,

the same sort of display is presented of the dat@4alifornia initiatives in Table B.2.
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INITIATIVE WILSON INITIATIVE YES NO YES VOTE
TYPE SUBSTANCE SPEND | SPEND %
Jerry Brown's tax increase for general fund and
30/CA/2012 edu. 53561 | 49280 55.4
31/CA/2012 4 Two-year budget cycle 5868 331 39.5
Ban on corporate/union contributions to
32/CA/2012 4 candidates 3 | 45568 43.4
33/CA/2012 Car insurance regulatory changes 14900 269 45
34/CA/2012 4 Ends the death penalty 393 6934 48
Increases penalties for human trafficking/ sex
35/CA/2012 4 slavery 2969 0 81.3
36/CA/2012 4 Softens"Three Strikes" law 2397 120 69.3
37/CA/2012 2 Mandatory labelling of GMOs 9477 | 44109 48.6
38/CA/2012 3 Molly Munger's state income tax increase for edu. | 14558 40 28.7
39/CA/2012 2 Income tax increase for multistate businesses 32126 44 61.1
19/CA/2010 4 Legalizes and taxes marijuana 3398 423 55.7
23/CA/2010 3 Suspends the "Global Warming Solutions Act" 10467 | 35251 46.5
24/CA/2010 2 Eliminates three business tax breaks 14583 | 15488 38.4
25/CA/2010 4 Budget can be passed by simple majority 17908 9635 41.9
2/CA/2008 3 Regulations on animal confinement practices 10314 8796 63.5
3/CA/2008 4 $980 million in bonds for children's hospitals 6893 0 55.4
4/CA/2008 4 Abortion waiting period + minor parent notify 2527 | 10325 48
7/CA/2008 4 Promotes use of alternative fules 29787 9286 35.5
8/CA/2008 4 Bans same-sex marriages 41707 | 63494 52.2
10/CA/2008 2 S5 billion in bonds for renewable fuels 22859 182 40.5
Independent commission to handle leg.
11/CA/2008 4 redistricting 16742 1632 50.9
Require parental notification of a minor's
85/CA/2006 abortion 3797 6896 50.9
86/CA/2006 Tax on cigarettes 16446 | 66340 48.3
87/CA/2006 New tax on gas, oil 61342 | 92948 45,5
Limits state's eminent domain proprty-taking
90/CA/2006 3 abilites 4029 | 14345 47.6
$750 million in bonds for children's hospital
61/CA/2004 4 projects 4521 0 41.7
62/CA/2004 4 Elections, primaries 2464 499 46.1
Limits on enforcement of unfair business
64/CA/2004 2 competition 19479 3129 59
66/CA/2004 4 "Three strikes" laws and sex crimes 5037 71 47.3
67/CA/2004 3 Funds emergency medical services with tax hikes 6144 7288 28.4
71/CA/2004 2 Spend $2 billion on stem cell research 25000 400 59.1

Table B.1: Initiative substance, Yes and No spending strength, and Yes voting

percentage of 31 California initiative contests from 2012 — 2000
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YES
INITIATIVE WILSON INITIATIVE YES NO VOTE
TYPE SUBSTANCE SPEND SPEND %

79/0R/2012 3 bans real estate taxes 5069.1 614.2 58.9

80/0OR/2012 4 legalize and regulate marijuana 50.7 4.6 46.6

81/0R/2012 1 ban gill net salmon fishing 181.1 839.1 34.5

82/0OR/2012 3 authorizes private casinos 2878.3 1354.4 28.3
authorizes construction of Grange

83/0OR/2012 3 casino 2878.3 1354.4 29.2

84/0R/2012 3 phases out estate tax 129.4 619.9 45.9

85/0R/2012 2 creates corporate tax to fund K-12 1235 70 59.9

73/0OR/2010 4 increases minimum sentences 7.5 368.2 56.9

74/0R/2010 4 medical marijuana licenses 144.4 3.4 44.2

75/0R/2010 2 25% gaming tax, funds police, edu. 674.7 564.3 31.8
% lottery proceeds goes to

76/0R/2010 4 conservation 1581.6 3.4 69.2

58/0OR/2008 4 requires immersion for ESL students 180.7 1252.4 43.7
fed. Income tax deductible on OR

59/0R/2008 3 returns 157.9 1293.7 36.2
teacher pay based on student test

60/0R/2008 4 results 157.9 1258.5 38.6

61/0OR/2008 4 establishes mandatory sentences 572.2 1185.8 48.9

62/0R/2008 4 % lottery proceeds goest to police 344.1 1233.7 39.4
less permits for property

63/0OR/2008 3 improvements 54.3 1708.3 45.8
no taxpayer funded collection of pol.

64/0R/2008 1 funds 147.3 2394.8 49.4

65/0R/2008 4 changes nomination process 748 401.3 34.1

33/0R/2004 4 allows for use of medical marijuana 530.9 0 42.8

34/0R/2004 2 increases state forest conservation 1610.6 2825 29.1

35/0R/2004 1 limits medical lawsuit liability 11311.6 2692.2 49.2

36/0R/2004 4 same-sex marriage ban 2250.1 2954.1 56.6
restricts regulatory taking (see

37/0R/2004 4 2000's Measure 7) 1084.6 2734.1 60.6
abolishes State Accident Insurance

38/0R/2004 1 Fund 5608.3 4618 39.3
"none of the above" judicial election

21/0R/2002 4 option 816.3 141.5 441

Table B.2: Initiative substance, Yes and No spending strength, and Yes voting
percentage of 49 Oregon initiative contests from 2012 — 2000
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Table B.2: Initiative substance, Yes and No spending strength, and Yes voting
percentage of 49 Oregon initiative contests from 2012 — 2000

INITIATIVE WILSON INITIATIVE YES NO YES VOTE
TYPE SUBSTANCE SPEND | SPEND %

22/0R/2002 4 divides state into 7 electoral districts 653.2 136.2 49.4
creates universal state healthcare

23/0R/2002 2 program 103.5 | 1305.6 21.5
allows denturists to install partial

24/0R/2002 3 dentures 40.5 0 76

25/0R/2002 4 increases minimum wage 578.3 546.8 51.3
no paying petition circulators per

26/0R/2002 4 signature 1144.8 0 75.4

27/0R/2002 2 requires GMO labels on food 1718.2 | 5396.6 29.5
fed. income tax deductible on OR

91/0OR/2000 3 returns 246.1 1084 44.8
no payroll deductions for political

92/0OR/2000 1 purposes 2.9 | 2733.6 44.6
raising taxes, fees requires voter

93/0R/2000 4 approval 48.9 995.9 40.2

94/0OR/2000 4 repeals mandatory minimum sentences 163 170.7 26.5
teacher pay based on student

95/0R/2000 2 performance 567.8 | 1309.4 34.9
only direct leg. can regulate initiative

96/0R/2000 4 process 2.2 34.2 37.8
bans certain ways of trapping, killing

97/0R/2000 2 animals 735.4 796.8 41.2
no using public resources for political

98/0R/2000 1 causes 3.2 | 2743.1 46.6
monitors public funded homecare for

99/0R/2000 4 elderly 142.7 1.4 62.8

1/0R/2000 4 leg. must fully fund school quality goals 33.7 1.4 66.3

2/0OR/2000 4 process for leg. to review admin. rules 450.9 960 43.7

3/0R/2000 4 conviction required before forfeiture 448.4 5.7 67.2
tobacco-settlement $ goes to

4/0R/2000 4 healthcare 454.6 156.6 45.2
background check before buying

5/0R/2000 4 firearm 2028.7 928.6 61.8

6/0R/2000 4 public funding for certain candidates 879.9 287 41.2
gov't pays owner if regulation lowers

7/0R/2000 4 prop. value 368.5 937.9 53
limits state spending to fixed

8/0R/2000 4 percentage 387.5 995.1 43,5
public schools cannot encourage

9/0R/2000 4 homosexuality 238.3 | 1472.5 47.1
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— Appendix C —
Design #3 Data

On the following page, in Table C.1, the countyeledata from Design #3 is
displayed. Each county is presented in a sepavata@longside its level of Democratic
Party attachment. Columns are presented for edttdtive number, state, and year. Then

rows show each counties’ percentag®’ e$vote for a given initiative.
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36/0OR/20 | 37/OR/ | 35/OR/ | 14/OR/ | 43/OR/
COUNTY DEMOCRATIC 04 2004 2004 2004 2006
AFFILIATION

BAKER 29 61.3 50.7 44.9 32.6 42.7
BENTON 58 36.6 38.5 25.4 69 52.1
CLACKAMAS 48.8 49.2 51.7 35.6 64.1 46.8
CLATSOP 54.2 44.4 413 35 60.6 62.6
COLUMBIA 50.4 53.8 47.8 38.4 49.8 57.5
C00s 43.1 54.3 48.4 41.2 45.1 52.1
CROOK 30.1 65.1 51 46.5 42.2 52
CURRY 40.8 58 47.9 45.3 46.2 53.6
DESCHUTES 42.1 52.4 48.5 40.1 58.4 49.1
DOUGLAS 32.5 63.9 50.5 43.7 39.9 41.1
GILLIAM 32.5 52.6 44.3 36.7 45.9 50.7
GRANT 19.2 64.7 53.6 43.9 22.8 49.2
HARNEY 22.7 65.3 49.2 46.2 31 44.7
HOOD RIVER 56.7 46.4 46.5 36.4 61.5 52.8
JACKSON 43.4 52.4 52.5 35.5 58.2 54.7
JEFFERSON 40 55.9 48.7 41.9 51.6 50.4
JOSEPHINE 36 62.1 49.9 43.4 49.6 46.2
KLAMATH 26.2 62.7 48.9 46 39.6 39
LAKE 20.5 66.6 51.9 45.7 29.9 41.1
LANE 58 42.4 40.8 31 65.5 53.2
LINCOLN 56.5 42.9 43.2 39.1 62.6 60.4
LINN 38.3 59 50.3 38.8 47.4 46.5
MALHEUR 23.8 67.7 59.2 50.2 31.4 39.4
MARION 44.5 51.8 51 34.3 62.5 44.2
MORROW 32.8 58.2 46.5 42.4 39.3 54.2
MULTNOMAH 71.6 32.8 41.6 28.5 75.5 62.3
POLK 43.6 52.2 51.7 315 59.9 42.9
SHERMAN 35.3 53.5 49.7 43.2 40.8 45.2
TILLAMOOK 48.4 49.6 45.3 39.1 56.9 53.9
UMATILLA 33.8 58.6 44.8 39.6 44.9 50.1
UNION 32.8 55.5 46.8 38 39.7 49.7
WALLOWA 28.1 61.9 51.9 46.5 29.2 48.5
WASCO 47.4 51.3 49.4 37.8 55.2 54.2
WASHINGTON 52.4 44 50.9 34.1 69.1 46.9
WHEELER 27.8 64.7 46.3 42.5 30.7 49.9
YAMHILL 40 53.9 52.3 38.4 55.9 46.3

Figure C.1: County-level Yes voting percentage on initiative and county-level
Democratic Party attachmen
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Figure C.1: County-level Yes voting percentage on initiative and county-level
Democratic Party affiliation (continued)

35/0R/20 | 14/OR/2 | 43/OR/2
COUNTY DEMOCRATIC PARTY | 36/0R/2004 37/0R/2004 04 004 006
AFFILIATION

BAKER 29 73.4 717 54.6 60.9 56.8
BENTON 58 45.2 48.7 49.7 78.9 36.6
CLACKAMAS 48.8 60.3 63.8 50.4 71.8 46.8
CLATSOP 54.2 55.3 62.1 50.2 68 40.6
COLUMBIA 50.4 65 69.2 443 62.2 48.5
co0s 43.1 65.6 723 54.9 59.4 515
CROOK 30.1 76.1 69.7 53.2 57 58.7
CURRY 40.8 64.8 67.9 50.8 63.4 49.5
DESCHUTES 42.1 61.2 63.3 54.3 69.3 51

DOUGLAS 325 73.1 73.1 60.1 62.3 58

GILLIAM 325 68.8 60.6 526 59.4 46.1
GRANT 19.2 74.7 70.6 58.4 57.5 58.2
HARNEY 227 75.2 72.8 55.5 53.3 60.9
HOOD RIVER 56.7 526 53.3 46.8 719 374
JACKSON 43.4 617 62 56.1 725 52

JEFFERSON 40 70.9 64.9 52.3 62 53.2
JOSEPHINE 36 69.1 71.2 54 65.5 57.5
KLAMATH 262 76.1 74.8 62 57.8 62

LAKE 205 78.2 743 58.6 60.9 62.1
LANE 58 50 55.9 47.7 77.2 39.8
LINCOLN 56.5 524 57.7 45.6 66.8 38.9
LINN 38.3 70.7 68 53.4 64.6 58.4
MALHEUR 23.8 76.7 74.8 59 59.1 69.3
MARION 44.5 64.2 61.8 55.9 65.4 53.7
MORROW 32.8 72.9 72.6 56.9 58.3 56.9
MULTNOMAH 716 403 515 37.3 77.2 29.5
POLK 43.6 63.5 60.2 57 713 53.7
SHERMAN 35.3 69.3 66.2 54 62.7 517
TILLAMOOK 48.4 61.2 57.7 475 66 43.8
UMATILLA 33.8 72.1 68.9 59.4 60.7 60.1
UNION 32.8 68.7 65.1 54.4 63.8 52.8
WALLOWA 28.1 68.7 63.5 62.7 63.7 55.5
WASCO 47.4 65.2 63.6 50.3 67.1 49.3
WASHINGTON 524 54.4 60.6 47.7 76.5 443
WHEELER 27.8 75.6 66.7 52.1 60.4 523
YAMHILL 40 66 64.5 56 64.4 52.4
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Figure C.1: County-level Yes voting percentage on initiative and county-level

Democratic Party affiliation (continued)

COUNTY DEMOCRATIC PARTY 40/0OR/2006 48/0R/2006 42/0R/2006 47/0R/2006
AFFILIATION

BAKER 29 59.6 314 35.1 57.7
BENTON 58 35.1 21.8 28.7 41.6
CLACKAMAS 48.8 43.1 33.3 35 53.2
CLATSOP 54.2 42 27.8 34.2 52.6
COLUMBIA 50.4 51.6 32.9 38.8 57.9
CO00s 43.1 53.7 30.9 34.5 53.9
CROOK 30.1 59.2 37.1 36.8 61.3
CURRY 40.8 53.4 29.9 36.2 59.8
DESCHUTES 42.1 47.8 29.5 324 55.4
DOUGLAS 325 57.9 35.3 37.6 55.9
GILLIAM 325 59.8 23.3 43.6 54.6
GRANT 19.2 63.5 32.9 37.9 57.5
HARNEY 22.7 64.3 34.7 43.8 57.2
HOOD RIVER 56.7 44.5 26.3 35 54.6
JACKSON 43.4 49.6 29.9 31.9 53.9
JEFFERSON 40 53.8 32 35.1 57.9
JOSEPHINE 36 56.9 324 34.6 58.2
KLAMATH 26.2 67.5 375 40.9 59

LAKE 20.5 68.6 33.3 41.9 56.9
LANE 58 38 23.9 34.8 51.2
LINCOLN 56.5 45.7 28.8 38.4 59.8
LINN 38.3 53.9 34.9 37.1 55.9
MALHEUR 23.8 66 33.7 42 55.6
MARION 44.5 46.2 335 34.4 53.5
MORROW 32.8 62.8 30.7 41.5 59.2
MULTNOMAH 71.6 30 22.9 37.3 50

POLK 43.6 47.6 32.8 31.9 54.1
SHERMAN 35.3 66 325 43.7 61.2
TILLAMOOK 48.4 49.1 29.7 38.9 57.3
UMATILLA 33.8 58.4 31.1 42.5 56.6
UNION 32.8 57.1 27 304 54

WALLOWA 28.1 59.8 30.7 34.8 52.7
WASCO 47.4 54.8 29.9 39.8 58.4
WASHINGTON 52.4 38.9 30 34.4 52.2
WHEELER 27.8 63.2 28.6 41.2 56.6
YAMHILL 40 48.3 33.8 354 54.5
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