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Representation and the Spatial Bias of Direct Democracy in the American States

Over the past few years, as the volume of direct legislation has increased in the American states (Initiative and Referendum Institute 2000), a handful of state legislatures have considered or passed counter-majoritarian bills. These bills directly challenge the electoral results of previous statutory ballot measures.  Lawmakers especially seem to be targeting two types of successful statewide ballot initiatives – legislative term limits and animal protection measures.  In February 2002, for example, the Idaho legislature did the unthinkable by striking down a 1994 term limits initiative, overriding the governor’s veto in the process.  While perhaps not as brazen, the Colorado legislature in April 2002 passed a law that reversed a large portion of a 1992 statutory initiative that limited the hunting of black bears.  Similarly, in February 2002, Washington’s Senate approved a bill to overturn an initiative passed in 2000 that outlawed certain types of animal traps.  Finally, because the California legislature may not directly tamper with statutory initiatives, the legislature placed a referendum (Proposition197) on the March 1996 primary ballot that had it not been defeated by the voters, would have repealed a 1990 initiative that banned the hunting of mountain lions.  While the legislative practice of overturning ballot initiatives remains rare (Smith 2001), there are over 20 counter-majoritarian bills concerning term limits and animal protection pending in more than a dozen state legislatures (NCSL 2002; HSUS 2001).

Why do state legislatures pass counter-majoritarian bills that contravene “the will of the people,” as advocates of direct democracy often refer to successful ballot initiatives?  The phenomenon of counter-majoritarian legislation is surely more subtle than legislators collectively “thumb[ing] their noses at the popular vote,” as the Idaho State Journal editorial opined following the Idaho legislature’s reversal of the term limits initiative (“What are We to Think” 2002).  If we are to understand counter-majoritarian bills simply as self-interested lawmakers arrogating power unto themselves, one might ask why there are not more legislative efforts to overturn undesirable ballot initiatives.  After all, there is widespread opposition towards the initiative process among state legislators (Bowler, et al. 2001).  Counter-majoritarian legislation also confounds the conventional wisdom that elected officials are “politically unlikely” to tamper with highly visible and popular ballot measures (Magleby 1984: 186).  Legislators, after all, have an obvious self-interest to remain in office (Mayhew 1974).  “While government actors may have opportunities to thwart initiative proponents’ intentions,” note a group of scholars writing about initiative compliance in California, “they do so at some peril,” especially on issues such as term limits, where “the threat of severe sanctions” should force legislators “to comply” (Gerber et al. 2001: 20; 58-59).  Given the persistent and strong popular support for animal protection and term limits in the American states, the logic of legislative compliance would seem to be especially applicable.  

Instead of dismissing it as the product of self-interested behavior, I suggest that counter-majoritarian legislation epitomizes two systems of representation, each with its own logic, at times clashing with one another.  Axiomatically, of course, direct democracy is a majoritarian system of representation (Barber 1984; Donovan, Wenzel, and Bowler 2000; Chambers 2001), a raw form of plebiscitary participation that efficiently aggregates the preferences of citizens who are eligible and registered to vote, and who do so on election day.  “Majoritarian” preferences that are concentrated are especially privileged in this system (Donovan, et al. 1998), as the “decisional context” in ballot elections is “discontinuous” because the electorate is “faced with separate, discrete issues” (Sartori 1987: 224-225). In contrast, representative democracy is more suited to protect the preferences of diffuse populations, as elected officials filter and deliberate public policies iteratively, allowing for the protection of minority interests (Bell 1978; Pitkin 1967; Madison [1788] 1961).  During legislative debates, members are able to “re-present” a wide spectrum of interests, not only the preferences of those citizens who vote in their districts.  Unlike a authoritative statewide vote on a ballot question, on policy questions a legislator subjectively decides what interests to represent.  Constituencies are complex entities, as they are comprised not only of the total population residing in a district (including citizens and non-citizens, those eligible to vote as well as non-eligible citizens, and voters and non-voters), but also external actors (Fenno 1978).  There may be strong micro-level determents influencing legislative behavior when it comes to overturning ballot initiatives.  Occasionally it may be rational for legislators in initiative states to support a counter-majoritarian bill if it is consistent with the preferences of their own constituents, rather than the statewide popular vote (Smith 2001).  Because the two systems of representation aggregate the preferences of dissimilar populations by different means, holding other factors constant, the legislative and initiative processes may lead to divergent, even contradictory, policy outcomes.

The potential tension between the two systems of representation seems to be particularly exposed when policy issues have a clear spatial (i.e., urban-rural) dimension.
  Because of the asymmetric urban-rural population distribution in the states that permit direct democracy, it is possible that the inherent spatial bias of direct democracy may provoke an institutional response by state legislatures to protect rural populations. After providing some background on the urban-rural divide in many American states, I briefly profile the three animal protection and one term limit ballot measures that state legislatures have assailed.  Using county-level data, I demonstrate the distinct urban-rural patterns of voting on these ballot measures.  I then empirically examine the micro-level determinants of legislative support for the resultant counter-majoritarian bills.  In comparing the statewide popular vote for the initiatives with the subsequent legislative effort to overturn the measures, my goal is to flesh out the contrasting systems of direct and representative democracy along a spatial dimension. 

Urban-Rural Divide in the American States
Among scholars of state politics, there is a long-standing recognition of urban-rural conflict in the American states.  In his classic study of southern politics, Key (1949: 115) finds that, “[a]ll over the South actual or fictional antagonisms between urban and rural areas are exploited for political purposes.”  Elsewhere, Key (1956: 227-37) documents a “metropolitan-outstate cleavage” existing across the American states, noting that “[t]he strand of rural and small-town politics contributes special color and tone to the American political system.”  The historic urban-rural divide continues to this day in many state legislatures (Jewell 1964; Broach 1972).  While scholars have shown how the urban-rural bifurcation helps to explain popular support or opposition for public policies at the state (Erikson, Wright, and McIver 1993, 83-86) or national (Lewis-Beck 1977) levels, with few exceptions (Alvarez and Butterfield 2000; Voss and Miller 2001) they have not probed how the urban-rural divide might affect popular support for ballot measures.  

The field of rural sociology offers several theories to explain the urban-rural divide in the American states.
  Some scholars highlight the cultural patterns of rurality, showing how inhabitants of rural parts of the United States have distinct preferences than those residents living in predominantly urban and suburban areas (Nichols 1940; Bealer, Willits, and Kuvlesky 1965; Pahl 1966; Smith and Krannich 2000).  Others identify the functional aspect of rurality, be it sectoral, ecological, or occupational (Bealer, Willits and Kuvlesky 1965).  Still others focus on the “relational” aspects of rurality (Lobao 1996; Falk 1996).  Whether due to cultural, functional, or relational factors, rural sociologists generally concur that rural populations in the United States have a distinct spatial identity from urban populations.

While little public opinion research has explicitly examined this spatial divide, there is good reason to expect divergent political preferences among urban and rural populations concerning certain public policies.
  Rural folk are likely to be suspicious of term limits and animal protection measures, as rural areas lost considerable legislative clout following the series of successful legal challenges on legislative apportionment in the 1960s.  The imposition of term limits in the 1990s only further eroded the power of senior legislators representing rural districts (Price 1992; Rosenthal 1998; Weberg 1999), as the tenure bans “prevent rural communities from building the seniority of their representatives” (Dire 1998).  As one Nevada state Senator put it, “rural voters need to understand what [the adoption of term limits] does to them. It cuts their head off – they’re out of the process. You can no longer achieve power by longevity, knowledge and expertise” (Hansen 1997).  Similarly, rural residents – as compared with their urban counterparts – are likely to hold negative views regarding animal protection initiatives.  Opponents of animal protection ballot measures claim that the measures stem from “out-of-state animal rights fanatics whose real mission is an agenda of extremism” (Clapper 1996).  As with the forces behind the Sagebrush Rebellion and the debate over the use of public lands (Tierney and Frasure 1998), opponents of animal protection measures contend that they curtail the rights, cultural lifestyles, and economic livelihoods of rural citizens.  Following the lopsided victory of Amendment 14 in Colorado in 1996, which banned recreational and commercial leg-hold and snare trapping in the state, a Colorado rancher on his way to go pheasant hunting told a reporter, “You know, people out here on the plains don’t think like [you] do back in the city” (Saile 1996).  While substantively different, then, term limit and animal protection ballot measures have similar characteristics when viewed through a spatial lens.
  

Modeling Rural Opposition to Animal Protection Ballot Initiatives

During the 1990s, the Humane Society placed 17 animal protection initiatives on the ballots of ten states.  While voters approved 12 and rejected five of the measures (an impressive 71 percent success rate), there was a clear urban-rural divide in terms of the electoral support for the measures.
  In California, citizens in 1990 approved Proposition 177, a statutory measure that prohibited the hunting of mountain lions.  The initiative passed with 52 percent of the vote, yet the measure received a majority of votes in only 17 of the state’s 58 counties.  There is unambiguous evidence of an urban-rural split among the electorate, as mostly urban counties supported the hunting ban with largely rural counties opposing it.  A majority of voters in 15 of the state’s 28 mostly urban counties (those with less than 25 percent rural population according to the 1990 US Census) supported the initiative.  In vivid contrast, a majority of voters in the state’s three completely rural counties voted against Prop. 117; only one of the 20 counties with at least 50 percent rural inhabitants supported the measure.  
Similarly, in Colorado in 1992, 70 percent of the electorate approved Amendment 10, a statutory initiative that banned the use of dogs and bait when hunting black bears and prohibited bear hunting from March 1 to September 1.  The measure had broad appeal, winning majorities in 44 of the state’s 63 counties.  Nevertheless, the gulf between urban and rural counties was quite pronounced.  A majority of voters in all nine of Colorado’s principally urban counties (those with less than 25 percent rural population in 1990) supported the measure.  In contrast, 13 of the 29 largely rural counties (those with 75 percent or more rural population) opposed Amendment 10.  

Finally, in Washington nearly 55 percent of those who went to the polls in November 2000 supported Initiative 713, a statutory measure outlawing the use of most traps and poisons to capture any mammal for recreational or commercial purposes.  The measure tallied majority support in just 14 of the state’s 39 counties.  As was the case in California and Colorado, an array of wildlife, hunting, and agricultural interests rallied to oppose the Humane Society’s measure (Washington Secretary of State 2000).  On election day, citizens in the state’s predominantly rural counties voted strongly against the ban.  A majority of voters in only one of the state’s 13 largely rural counties supported the measure, whereas a majority of voters in six of the state’s eight largely urban counties (those with less than 25 percent rural population in 2000) voted for the initiative.  For example, 57 percent of the roughly 30,000 citizens who cast votes in Washington’s eight completely rural counties voted against the initiative.  In contrast, nearly 63 percent of the 482,000 plus King county voters (which includes Seattle) approved the measure.  

To assess the direct impact of rurality on county voting patterns of the three animal protection ballot measures, I estimate a series of models using ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. Aggregate level (county) data are used to estimate the rural support for the hunting bans, controlling for partisanship (measured by the percent GOP vote for president in the previous election).  The dependent variable equals the percent vote in favor of each ballot measure by county.  As reported in Table 1, counties with higher levels of “rurality” (measured by the percentage of residents in a county living on farms in 1990)
 were significantly less likely to support the California ban on hunting mountain lions, the Washington anti-trapping initiative, and the ban on bear hunting in Colorado.  In California, for example, controlling for partisanship (the percent GOP vote for president in 1988), for every percent increase in the percentage of residents in a county living on farms, the county-wide support for the initiative dropped by nearly three percent.  Rurality had a negative impact on the county-wide vote for the animal protection measures in the other two states, though the magnitude was not quite as strong as in California.  In Colorado, for every percent increase in farm population, taking partisanship into account (the percent GOP vote for president in 1992), support for the initiative correspondently decreased by nearly one percent.  In Washington, for every percent increase in the farm population in a county, the support for I 713 declined by .8 percent, controlling for partisanship (the percent GOP vote for president in 2000).  

The disparity in support for the three measures among voters residing in urban and rural counties indicates there is a broad spatial divide concerning animal protection policies.   It also suggests that the spatial structure of rural counties (as measured by the percentage of farm population in a county) has some coherence.  When controlling for partisanship, voters residing in rural counties in Washington, California, and Colorado were considerably less likely to support animal protection ballot measures than their urban counterparts.   

Modeling Rural Opposition to Term Limit Ballot Initiatives 

During the 1990s, 21 states adopted term limits for state legislators.  Direct legislation played a major role in the passage of this governance policy (Tolbert 1998), as voters in 19 states approved their legislative sanctions via ballot initiatives.
   Voters in California, Colorado, and Oklahoma became the first to approve term limits for state legislators via the initiative process in 1990.  The continued adoption of term limit initiatives during the 1990s was quite high – each of the 19 initiatives received, on average, roughly two-thirds of the popular vote (US Term Limits 2002).
   While scholars have examined other determinants of the popular support for term limit ballot measures (Donovan and Snipp 1994; Bowler, Donovan 1995; Karp 1995), they have not explored whether a spatial divide exists in the states that adopted the initiatives.  

In 1994, Idahoans adopted term limitations for state legislators and other state and local officials, approving the statutory initiative (Measure 2) with nearly 60 percent of the vote.  The initiative had broad appeal, passing in 35 of Idaho’s 44 counties.  There was evidence, however, of a spatial divide among the state’s rural and more urban counties in the support of the measure.  According to the 1990 census, 12 of Idaho’s 44 counties were at least 50 percent urban.  A majority of voters in all 12 of Idaho’s relatively urban counties supported the 1994 term limits measure, with an average of 58 percent of voters in those 12 counties voting for the measure.  Support for the measure was slightly lower in Idaho’s 14 completely rural counties, which averaged 54.4 percent approval of the initiative.  Sliced differently, the urban-rural divide becomes even shaper.  In the nine counties where a majority of voters rejected the 1994 initiative, the average rural population was 13 percent higher (78 percent) than the average rural population in the 35 counties that supported the measure (65 percent).

As with the aforementioned animal protection measures, aggregate level data are used to estimate the urban and rural support for Idaho’s 1994 term limits initiative.  When partisanship (the percent GOP vote for president in 1992) is controlled, a pattern emerges of the urban-rural divide on Measure 2.  As shown in Table 1, voters residing in rural counties, as measured by the percentage of a county’s farm population in 1990, were significantly less likely than residents of urban counties to support the term limits measure.  For every percent increase in farm population, support for the term limits measure drops by .4 percent.  As with animal protection measures, spatial context seems to matter, as opposition towards term limits was especially strong in counties with high levels of people residing on farms.

Modeling Legislative Counter-Majoritarian Responses to Ballot Measures 


Does the urban-rural spatial divide in the American states help to explain efforts by state legislatures to overturn successful ballot initiatives?  In order to explain why legislators voted to overturn initiatives that received a majority of statewide votes, I model legislator support for the four counter-majoritarian bills, controlling for several factors. 

First, I expect legislators representing districts with low popular support for successful initiatives will vote in favor of the subsequent counter-majoritarian legislation. Since state policy preferences are geographically heterogeneous (Erikson, Wright, and McIver 1993; Stimson, MacKuen, and Erikson 1995), it may be rational for some legislators to vote in favor of a counter-majoritarian bill if their districts voted contrary to the statewide electorate.  An initiative may win a statewide majority, but lose in a member’s legislative district.  Therefore, it is unlikely that a legislator will rely on the statewide election return to inform his or her vote on pending legislation (Smith (2001).

Second, animal protection and term limit policies are likely to affect (sub)urban and rural populations differently.  I expect that legislators representing predominantly rural districts will be more likely to vote to overturn animal protection initiatives than those representing urban and suburban districts, since the three measures had a direct impact on rural populations and were opposed by various interest groups with a rural clientele (including the state affiliates of the American Farm Bureaus and the National Rifle Association).  Regarding term limits in Idaho, I also expect rural legislators to support the counter-majoritarian legislation, as most local officials were subject to term limitations, and such limits could have deprived “communities of experienced politicians, especially in sparsely populated rural areas that struggle to fill local offices” (Fick 2002).

The models control for other micro-level determinants of the legislative vote on counter-majoritarian bills. Legislators from safe districts are expected to support the counter-majoritarian bills more than legislators who won competitive elections, as a vote against the statewide majority might become campaign fodder in a future election.  Regarding partisanship, I expect Republican legislators to be more likely than Democrats to support overturning the three “liberal” animal protection measures. I also expect Republicans in Idaho to be more likely than Democrats to vote to overturn term limits, as the GOP had the most to lose if the bans were imposed since it has solid control of the legislature.  I also expect in the case of term limits that long-serving legislators to be more inclined than junior members to support the counter-majoritarian bill, as they would be the first to lose their seats if the measure was implemented.  In sum, controlling for a legislator’s political party affiliation and the competitiveness of his or her previous election (and seniority in the case of term limits), I expect rural legislators as well as those representing districts with low levels of popular support for the previous ballot initiatives to be supportive of the counter-majoritarian bills.

I use a series of logistic regressions to estimate the impact of these factors on the probability of an individual legislator voting for a counter-majoritarian bill.  The dichotomous dependent variable is coded zero if the member voted “no” on the counter-majoritarian bill, one if he or she voted “yes.” Table 2 displays the logit coefficients and robust standard errors of the four estimations.  In the case term limits, Republican legislators and those representing rural districts were significantly more likely to support the counter-majoritarian legislation than Democrats and those representing urban and suburban districts.  Somewhat unexpectedly, members with lengthier tenures in office and those with safe seats were no more likely to support the bill than members with less seniority or those winning competitive elections, and members representing districts with low popular support for the 1994 term limit initiative were statistically no more likely to vote to end term limits than those representing districts with high popular support.  

Concerning the three animal protection counter-majoritarian bills, legislators representing rural districts in Colorado were more likely than their urban and suburban counterparts to overturn portions of the 1992 popular initiative banning black bear hunting.  Although district type was not statistically significant in California and Washington, the percent vote against the ballot measure in the district was significant.  Legislators representing districts whose voters largely opposed the initiatives were more likely to vote for the counter-majoritarian bills than those who represented districts whose voters generally supported the measures.  Interestingly, political party was not a significant predictor in the legislative support for the counter-majoritarian bills in California and Washington.

To aid in the interpretation of these findings, I have converted the logistic regression coefficients as reported in Table 2 into expected values (probabilities) of legislative support for the four counter-majoritarian bills.  In Table 3, I estimate the likelihood of Republican and Democratic legislators representing the mean, suburban/urban, and rural districts to vote for the counter-majoritarian bills, controlling for the other independent effects.  The alternative specifications show a clear pattern that irrespective of political party, members representing rural districts were much more likely to vote to overturn the term limit and animal protection ballot initiatives.  For example, in Idaho, Republican and Democratic legislators representing rural districts were much more likely (85 percent and 24 percent, respectively) to support overturning the term limits ban than Republican members representing urban districts (59 percent and 8 percent, respectively).  With respect to the legislative efforts to overturn the animal protection measures, Democrats representing rural constituencies in the three states, as well as rural Republicans in Colorado, were more likely to support the counter-majoritarian bills than those representing urban and suburban districts.  In all three states, the magnitude of rurality was stronger among Democratic legislators.  In Colorado, for example, the predicted probability for Democratic  legislators from rural districts to support the counter-majoritarian legislation was 91 percent, compared to just 7 percent for those Democrats representing urban/suburban districts.  In Washington, the predicted probability of Democratic Senators from rural districts supporting the counter-majoritarian bill was 100 percent, compared to just 64 percent for those representing urban and suburban districts.
Conclusion

While there is a strong populist sentiment that legislatures should not tamper with successful ballot measures, legislators are not necessarily bound by the decision of the statewide electorate.  Legislators, after all, represent constituencies that may have vastly different preferences on public policies than those expressed by the statewide electorate.  It may be rational, then, for individual legislators to try to overturn successful ballot measures.  On certain issues, such as term limits and animal protection, the schism between urban and rural populations in the American states seems to be particularly wide.  As such, it should not come as a surprise that a few legislatures have reversed ballot initiatives by passing counter-majoritarian legislation.  Rather than understanding this discrepancy as legislators blatantly disregarding “the will of the people,” the legislative action may have more to do with the underlying spatial division existing in the American states and the different ways two systems of representation aggregate voter preferences.
Table 1:

Urban-Rural Split in Popular Support for Animal Protection and Term Limit Ballot Initiatives
	Variables
	Idaho, 

1994
	California, 

1990
	Colorado, 

1992
	Washington, 

2000

	Percent Farm Population, 1990

Percent Vote GOP President

Constant
	( (se)

-.409 (.224)

-.115 (.153)

.634 (.062)
	( (se)

-2.833 (.551)

-.397 (.140)

.685 (.073)
	( (se)

-.972 (.253)

-.424 (.178)

.786 (.061)
	( (se)

-.806 (.347)

-.494 (.129)

.751 (.063)

	Adjusted R-Square

F Statistic

Number of Cases
	.064

2.474

44
	.446

23.912

58
	.383

20.284

63
	.616

31.505

39


Coefficients are unstandardized with standard errors in parentheses. Bold coefficients and standard errors indicate observed statistical reliability: 95 percent confidence intervals bounded away from zero, p-values < .10.

Descriptions of Dependent and Independent Variables (with Data Sources) for Table 1

The dependent variable for each model equals the percent “yes” vote for each ballot measure by county.

Percent Farm Population: Percent population in a county living on a farm (US Census Bureau 1990 (for (California, Colorado, and Idaho); US Census Bureau 2000 (for Washington)).
Percent Vote GOP President: Percent vote for the GOP candidate for President in the current or immediately previous general election (California Secretary of State 1988; Colorado Secretary of State 1992; Idaho Secretary of State 1992; Washington Secretary of State 2000).
Table 2:
Determinants Affecting the Odds of a Legislator’s Support of a Counter-Majoritarian Bill

	Independent Variables
	Idaho, Overturning  Term Limits
	California,  Overturning Animal Protection
	Colorado, Overturning Animal Protection
	Washington,   Overturning Animal Protection

	Percent Vote Against Initiative in District

District Type

Competitiveness of General Election 

Political Party

Number of Terms

Constant
	( (se)

-.228 (4.815)

1.366 (.613)

.448 (1.030)

2.881 (.845)

.091 (.118)

-3.197 (2.270)
	( (se)

14.386 (7.530)

.409 (1.058)

.218 (1.032)

12.001 (34.424)

-7.852 (3.793)
	( (se)

-12.067 (8.519)

4.867 (2.059)

-2.105 (.779)

3.970 (.885)

2.569 (2.275)
	( (se)

22.393 (12.500)
10.312 (92.798)

-1.746 (1.326)

12.128 (75.196)

-8418 (5.425)

	Log Likelihood

Overall Model X2
Correctly Predicted “Yes” Votes

Number of Cases
	96.133

25.025

97.4%

104
	49.505

86.766

88.2%

105
	71.527

60.615

85.7%

97
	19.803

32.385

94.7%

49


Coefficients are unstandardized with the asymptotic standard errors of the maximum likelihood estimates (MLE) in parentheses.  Bold coefficients and standard errors indicate observed statistical reliability: 95 percent confidence intervals bounded away from zero, p-values < .10.  
Note: Descriptions of Dependent and Independent Variables (with Data Sources) for Table 2 

The dependent variable for each model is dichotomous, scored 1 if the legislator voted “yes” on the counter-majoritarian bill (voting to overturn the ballot initiative), and scored 0 if the legislator voted “no.” 

Percent Vote Against Initiative in District: Percent “no” vote in the member’s district for the relevant ballot initiative.  The percent vote against the ballot measures in a member’s district is estimated.  If a member’s district lies completely within a county, the county vote on the ballot measure is used to approximate the vote within his or her legislative district.  If a member’s district includes more than one county, the average of the county votes on the ballot measure is used to approximate the vote within his or her legislative district. (California Secretary of State 1990; Colorado Secretary of State 1992; Idaho Secretary of State 1994; Washington Secretary of State 2000).
Competitiveness of General Election: Dummy variable scored 1 if the member ran unopposed or won previous general election with more than 55 percent of the vote, and scored 0 if the member won 55 percent or less of the vote in the previous general election. Members who were appointed at the time of the counter-majoritarian vote are scored as running unopposed (score=1). (Barone, Lilley and DeFranco 1998; Washington Secretary of State 1998, 2000; Colorado Secretary of State 1998, 2000; Idaho Secretary of State 2000).

Number of Terms: Number of terms served by the member. (Idaho Secretary of State 2002)
Political Party: Dummy variable scored 1 if the legislative member is a registered Republican, and scored 0 if he or she is a registered Democrat. (Barone, Lilley and DeFranco 1998; Washington Secretary of State 2000; Colorado Secretary of State 2000; Idaho Secretary of State 2000).

District Type: Dummy variable scored 1 if the member’s district is rural (or “mixed”) and scored 0 if the member’s district is urban or suburban (Barone, Lilley and DeFranco 1998).

Table 3

Expected Probability of a Legislator’s Vote for Counter-Majoritarian Bill 

	State,

Legislation Issue
	District Type
	Party

	
	
	Republican
	Democratic

	Idaho,

Term Limits
	Mean
	81%
	19%

	
	Urban or Suburban
	59%
	8%

	
	Rural 
	85%
	24%

	California,

Animal Protection
	Mean
	100%
	32%

	
	Urban or Suburban
	100%
	29%

	
	Rural 
	100%
	38%

	Colorado,

Animal Protection
	Mean
	93%
	20%

	
	Urban or Suburban
	81%
	7%

	
	Rural 
	100%
	91%

	Washington,

Animal Protection
	Mean
	100%
	97%

	
	Urban or Suburban
	100%
	64%

	
	Rural 
	100%
	100%


Estimates computed by setting the independent variables Number of Terms, Percent District Vote Against Initiative, and Competitiveness of General Election to their mean values while adjusting the independent variables Political Party and District Type to scores of either 0 or 1, accordingly.  California N= 105 (55 Republicans and 50 Democrats); Colorado N= 97= (54 Republicans and 43 Democrats); Washington N=49 (24 Republicans and 25 Democrats); Idaho N=104 (92 Republicans and 12 Democrats).
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Notes 

� In fact, the actual occurrence and passage of counter-majoritarian legislation is not known, as it is not being tracked by the NCSL or other legislative watchdog organizations.  While the passage of counter-majoritarian bills is likely to be rare, the practice has existed since the Progressive Era (see Smith and Lubinski 2002).


� Logically, the majoritarian bias of direct democracy can be extended to other minority groups, be they racial, ethnic, religious, language, or gender (Gamble 1997; but see Donovan and Bowler 1998; Hanjal, Gerber, and Louch 2002).  However, since these populations are not spatially distinct, as are rural populations, it may be more difficult for legislators to represent these minority groups than one with a distinct sense of place.


� Though the concept of rural is widely understood amongst the general populace, many rural sociologists have tacitly agreed not “to undertake the impossible derivation of a definitive meaning for rural” (Bealer, Willits, and Kuvlesky 1965, 266).  The rural terrain also keeps shifting.  Since the 1940s, if not earlier, rural sociologists have documented the gradual decline in the rural population in the United States.  In 1950, the US Census reported that 36 percent of households were rural; by 1970, the figure dropped to 26.3 percent, and by 1990, slightly less than one quarter (24.8 percent) of all households was classified as rural. 


� Unfortunately, public opinion polls generally do not disaggregate responses along a rural-urban dimension when reporting survey findings on these issues. 


� Furthermore, the two issues were among the most prominent ballot measures during the 1990s, as citizens in more than a dozen states voted on no fewer than 17 animal protection initiatives, with voters in nearly 20 states adopting more than two dozen term limitation initiatives.  Perhaps more importantly, neither type of ballot measure was home grown.  Rather, national organizations – specifically U.S. Term Limits, Inc. (and its predecessors) and the Humane Society of the United States – were the principle instigators behind the efforts to place term limit and animal protection initiatives on statewide ballots during the 1990s (Benjamin and Malbin 1992; Pacelle 2001).


� Elsewhere (Smith 2002), I document that the bivariate correlation between the county percent vote in favor of 15 animal protection initiatives sponsored by the HSUS during the 1990s and the percentage of  the rural population in each county in 1990 is negatively related (r= -.443) and significant (p<.01, 2-tailed, n = 763).  In the states with animal protection measures on the ballot, a majority of voters in 85 percent of the most rural counties (those with 75 percent or more rural population), cast ballots against the animal protection measures; in contrast, a majority of voters in 68 percent of the most urban counties (those with less than 25 percent rural population) supported the 15 measures backed by the HSUS.  Multivariate models controlling for a variety of economic, cultural, and demographic factors, also reveal that that a majority of citizens residing in largely rural counties vote differently on these measures than those living in predominantly urban counties.


� In separate models (not shown), alternative measures of rurality (e.g., the percentage rural residents in 1990 and the percentage of workers in a county employed in agriculture in 1990) are significant and in the predicted direction.  The percent farm population in a county is used because it is a more precise indicator of the spatial, occupational, and sectoral aspects of rurality.


� The Utah legislature adopted legislative term limits in 1994, while Louisiana voters approved a 1995 legislative referendum calling for term limits.


� In February 2002, the Idaho legislature became the first in the country to overturn the term limitations that were placed on them by a citizen initiative. Courts in Massachusetts, Oregon, and Washington have also struck down term limitation ballot initiatives.


� While there is growing body of evidence that public policies adhere closer to citizen preferences in initiative states than in non-initiative states (Matsusaka 1995, 2001; Gerber 1996; but see Lascher, Hagen and Rochlin 1996; Camobreco 1998; Hagen, Lascher, and Camobreco 2001), there is also good reason to expect that individual state legislators will not always abide by the electorate’s statewide vote on a ballot measure (Smith 2001).  


� While a member’s district type is analytically distinct from the percent vote against an initiative in a member’s district, in the case of the three animal protection and one term limit ballot initiatives, the two variables are highly correlated.  For all four states, the bivariate correlation between district type and percent vote against the initiative in the district is positively related (California r= .501; Colorado r= .781; Washington r= .647; Idaho r= .212) and significant (p<.01, 2-tailed).





